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The purpose of this study was to examine the relationships among work 
stress, parental self-efficacy, ineffective parenting behavior, and youth problem 
behaviors. Questionnaires were collected from 297 families assessing parent 
perceptions of work stress and parental self-efficacy; youth perceptions of 
ineffective parenting behavior; and parent, youth, and teacher perceptions of 
youth internalizing and externalizing problem behavior. There was evidence of 
work to family spillover, in that work stress (mothers’ work-family conflict and 
fathers’ job dissatisfaction) was linked to diminished parental self-efficacy and 
increased ineffective parenting behaviors, which in turn, were associated with 
higher levels of youth internalizing and externalizing problem behavior. 
Additionally, lower mothers’ parental self-efficacy was directly related to youth 
externalizing problem behavior, and lower fathers’ parental self-efficacy was 
directly related to youth internalizing and externalizing problem behavior. Finally, 
higher work-family conflict for fathers was directly associated with youth 
internalizing problem behavior. The discussion included a suggestion of the 
implementation of workplace parenting and family support strategies which could 
increase parental self-efficacy and decrease the use of ineffective parenting. 
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 CHAPTER 1 
Introduction  
As the composition of American families and the workforce continues to 
shift, so too does the type of conflict individuals face in fulfilling multiple life roles. 
The vast increase in the number of dual-earner couples means that more 
workers than ever are attempting to balance work and family roles (Jacobs & 
Gerson, 2001). As a result, the majority of working parents feel that they have a 
shortage of time to fulfill their multiple life roles (Hochschild, 1997). When adults 
were asked what they would consider as the top 10 most frequently occurring 
stressful life-events, five of the events (e.g. changing work responsibilities, 
changing careers) pertained to work (Hobson & Delunas, 2001). For millions of 
Americans, juggling the endless activities involved in each of these two domains 
is difficult. With the dramatic increase of those in the labor force who are married 
and/or have children, special attention has been directed to understanding how 
individuals coordinate their work and family roles.   
Because of the differing expectations of role performance in the work and 
family domains, much of the existing research has focused on the conflict that 
individuals experience as they attempt to perform simultaneously their work and 
family roles (Allen, Herst, Bruck & Sutton, 2000; Frone, Russell, & Cooper, 1992; 
Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985; Major, Klein, & Ehrhart, 2002). Focusing on the 
sources of conflict between work and family domains, however, does not imply 
that work and family cannot be supportive and/or complementary (Frone, 2003). 
Nevertheless, the opportunities for interference between these domains need to 
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be examined and understood more thoroughly. The present investigation 
attempts to extend the understanding of parental work stress by examining the 
effects of interference or conflict on family dynamics and the psychological well-
being of young adolescents.  
Research on family life in connection with work has focused on family 
functioning, the parent-child relationship, and parenting behaviors (e.g., 
Greenberger, O’Neil, & Nagel, 1994; Perry-Jenkins, Repetti, & Crouter, 2000; 
Stewart & Barling, 1996). In most studies the statistical relationship between 
work and family experiences has turned out to be modest in size. Barling and 
MacEwen (1992) proposed two possible explanations for this. First, the effect of 
work on the family is indirect and mediated by other variables, and second, the 
type of work or family experiences investigated has not been specific enough. 
The present study takes both explanations into account by investigating two 
forms of work stress, work-family conflict and job dissatisfaction, and how they 
are associated with parental self-efficacy, ineffective parenting behavior, and 
youth problem behavior. The purpose of this study is to examine a model with 
work stress spilling over into the family influencing parental self-efficacy, 
ineffective parental behavior, and youth problem behavior, respectively. The 
model in Figure 1 represents a summary of the hypothesized relationships. The 
present investigation is guided by two central assumptions. First, it is assumed 
that employment experience rather than employment status affects family 
functioning (Barling, 1990, 1994). This means that the emphasis in studying  
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Figure 1: Proposed model linking work-family conflict, job dissatisfaction, parental self-efficacy, ineffective 




 the effects of work on the family is on the perceived quality of the work 
experience. The second major assumption is that parents’ employment 
experiences do not affect youth problem behavior directly. Instead, the effects 
are indirect, mediated by other central social phenomena. 
 Previous research has linked parental work stress to youth psychological 
adjustment through parenting (Crouter & Bumpus, 2001; Crouter, Bumpus, 
Maguire, & McHale, 1999, Galambos, Sears, Almeida, & Kolaric, 1995; Stewart & 
Barling, 1996). Negative effects of parental work on child development are 
reported when parents work full-time or more (i.e., potential overload, 
Bogenschneider, Small, & Tsay, 1997; Crouter & McHale, 1993; Parcel & 
Menaghan, 1994) and/or indirectly when parents experience work stress (Crouter 
& Bumpus, 2001). There also is evidence that work stress exerts negative effects 
on parents’ family life satisfaction (Frone, Barnes, & Farrell, 1994; Kopelman, 
Greenhaus, & Connolly, 1983) and increases family distress (Frone et al., 1992; 
Frone, Yardley, & Markel, 1997; Grandey & Cropanzano, 1999).  
It is suggested that one of the reasons that work stress affects parenting is 
because of its potential to erode parenting self-efficacy. Sabatelli and Waldron 
(1995) suggested that parenting self-efficacy is an important potential predictor of 
parenting practices, child development, and child outcomes. As such, any effort 
to understand better the experiences of parenthood is facilitated by the 
assessment of factors affecting parents’ perceptions of their competence. To 
date, no research has investigated how parental self-efficacy is linked to work-
family conflict, job dissatisfaction, and ineffective parenting behavior.  
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 The aim of the present study is to examine how work stress spills over into 
parent self-efficacy, ineffective parental behavior, and youth problem behavior. 
Four hypotheses will be tested. First, it was hypothesized that parents’ work-
family conflict would be correlated positively with job dissatisfaction. Second, 
parents’ work-family conflict and job dissatisfaction would be associated 
negatively with parental self-efficacy. Third, parental self-efficacy and ineffective 
parenting behaviors would be correlated negatively. Fourth, it was hypothesized 
that parenting behaviors characterized by greater harshness and inconsistency 




The approach taken in the present research is based on the premise that 
work-family conflict is a form of interrole conflict (Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985; 
Kahn, Wolfe, Quinn, Snoek, & Rosenthal, 1964). Interrole conflict has been 
viewed as a type of conflict in which “role pressures associated with membership 
in one organization are in conflict with pressures stemming from membership in 
other groups” (Kahn et al., 1964, p.20). Within the context of work and family, this 
type of conflict reflects the degree to which role responsibility from the work and 
family domains are incompatible, that is, “participation in the family role is made 
more difficult by virtue of participation in the work role” (Greenhaus & Beutell, 
1985, p.77). 
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Job Dissatisfaction 
Typical outcomes of conflict between work and family include life, marital, 
and job dissatisfaction (Frone et al., 1992; Gutek, Searle, & Klepa, 1991; 
Voydanoff, 1988). Of these, job satisfaction is the variable that has attracted the 
most research attention (Allen et al., 2000). Locke (1969) defined job satisfaction 
as the extent to which the expectations that an individual holds for a job match 
what one actually receives from the job. Job dissatisfaction can be characterized 
as an attitude concerning the extent to which people dislike their jobs or have 
unmet expectations (Spector, 1997). From a parent’s perspective, satisfaction 
with the role of an employed parent is viewed as a pleasurable or positive 
emotional state resulting from the appraisal and experience of being an 
employed parent (MacKwen & Barling, 1991). The majority of studies have found 
that as work-family conflict increases, job satisfaction decreases (see Kossek & 
Ozeki, 1998, for review). Job dissatisfaction is thought to spill over into family life. 
Work stress or “negative emotion spillover“ refers to a process whereby feelings 
of frustration, anger, or disappointment at work lead to greater irritability and 
impatience or more power assertion at home (Bolger, Delongis, Kessler, & 
Wethington, 1989).  
Parental Self-Efficacy 
The self-efficacy construct refers to the belief in one’s ability to perform 
successfully a particular behavior (Bandura, 1977). In the context of parenting, 
efficacy is referred to as the parents’ overall confidence in their ability to act 
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 successfully in the parental role (Dumka, Stoerzinger, Jackson, & Roosa, 1996). 
Implied in such cognitions is knowledge of effective parenting behaviors and 
confidence in one’s own ability to perform them (Bandura, 1989). As applied to 
the parenting domain, efficacy includes the following: (a) knowledge of effective 
child care responses, (b) confidence in their own ability to carry out such tasks, 
and (c) the belief that their children will respond predictably, and that others 
(family and friends) will be supportive (Coleman & Karraker, 1998). 
Ineffective Parenting Behavior 
Since the 1960s, numerous studies consistently have identified support 
and control techniques as two components of the parental role that predict 
children’s adjustment (Baumrind, 1978; Becker, 1964; Rollins & Thomas, 1979; 
Maccoby & Martin, 1983; Schaefer, 1959). Control refers to the actions used by 
parents while attempting to direct the behaviors and the internal states of children 
(Peterson & Rollins, 1987). Support/acceptance is defined as behavior 
manifested by a parent to a child that makes the child feel comfortable and 
confirms in the child’s mind that he or she is basically accepted and approved as 
a person by the parent (Thomas, Gecas, Weigert, & Rooney, 1974). In this 
investigation, specific ineffective parenting behaviors that focus on the over-
control or under-control attempts by parents and the lack of support by parents 
are examined: harsh discipline, inconsistent discipline, psychological control, 
lower parental acceptance, and lower monitoring knowledge.    
Harsh discipline. Harsh, punitive discipline is an extreme form of 
behavioral control and has been shown to increase the probability of youth 
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 maladjustment (Maccoby & Martin, 1983; Patterson, Debaryshe, & Ramsey, 
1989). Harsh discipline is conceptualized as the presence of hostile, angry affect 
directed toward the child. Harsh parenting refers to instances of yelling, 
spanking, slapping, shoving, or hitting the child with an object (Simons, Whitbeck, 
Melby, Wu, 1994). Harsh parenting exists along a continuum. It represents a 
range of parenting practices from the absence of any aggressive behavior to 
violent assault, with acts such as yelling, threatening, and spanking representing 
mid-levels of harshness (Weiss, Dodge, Bates, & Pettit, 1992). 
Inconsistent discipline. Inconsistency in the enforcement of rules often 
leads to the unintentional rewarding of problem behavior (Patterson, 1995). 
Inconsistent discipline has several definitions including: allowing certain child 
behavior at one time and not at others on a negligent basis, being present to 
enforce discipline at one time and not another, changing parental moods from 
one time to another (Becker, 1964).  Wahler and Dumas (1986) suggested that 
when children are faced with an unpredictable and inconsistent parent, they 
engage in oppositional and defiant behaviors designed to elicit predictable 
responses from their parent. 
Psychological control. Psychological control as a dimension of parenting 
has almost always been conceptualized as a negative form of control (Barber, 
1996). Psychological control refers to parents’ attempts to control the child’s 
activities in ways that negatively affect the child’s psychological world and 
thereby undermines the child’s social-emotional development (Barber 1996; 
Barber & Harmon, 2002). Psychological control, including intrusiveness, guilt 
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 induction, and love withdrawal, interferes with the child’s ability to become 
independent and to develop a healthy sense of self (Barber 1996; Barber & 
Harmon, 2002). 
Lower parental acceptance. Parental acceptance has had a number of 
labels (e.g., support, nurturance, love, warmth) in the literature, but the meanings 
attached to the labels have been relatively similar (Rollins & Thomas, 1979). 
Support behavior is described as parents’ efforts to encourage and assign 
significance to specific behaviors and internal states of a child (Peterson & 
Rollins, 1987). Supportive behaviors towards a child include praising, approving, 
encouraging, helping, cooperating, expressing terms of endearment, and 
showing physical affection (Straus & Tallman, 1971). Parental acceptance 
generally has been related positively to children's adjustment, whereas low 
parental acceptance has shown the reverse pattern of relations (Isley, O'Neil, 
Clatfelter, & Parke, 1999; Rothbaum & Weisz, 1994). 
Lower monitoring knowledge. Monitoring typically is described as a form of 
behavior control in which parents attempt to adapt and regulate children’s 
behavior through guidance and supervision (Pettit & Laird, 2002). Monitoring 
knowledge is defined as the parents’ awareness and supervising of their 
children’s whereabouts, activities, and companions (Brown, Mounts, Lamborn, & 
Steinberg, 1993). However, Stattin and Kerr (2000) report that the most often-
used monitoring measures ask about parents’ knowledge about their children’s 
activities, rather than the actual checking or tracking of activities. Because 
parental monitoring knowledge is obtained from multiple sources, Kerr and 
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 Stattin (2000) encourage researchers to be clear about whether they are 
measuring parental knowledge or parental monitoring efforts. Despite some 
disagreement on the importance of specific monitoring practices and sources of 
information, parental monitoring knowledge has become a central concept within 
models of the development antisocial behavior (Dishion & McMahon, 1998; 
Patterson, Reid, & Dishion 1998). 
Youth Problem Behavior  
Youth problem behavior is defined as the relative inability of youth to 
engage successfully and appropriately in interpersonal relationships and in work, 
play, and academic activities over time with relative freedom from noxious social 
behaviors and burdensome emotions (Trotter, 1989). These dimensions of youth 
problem behavior partially make up the broader construct of youth problem 
behavior. Youth outcomes of interest in this study are externalizing and 
internalizing problem behavior. 
Internalizing problems. Internalizing symptoms are defined as problem 
behaviors consisting within the self. Internalizing problem behaviors are 
composed of a group of items characterized as phobias, stomachaches, 
fearfulness, and pains, which are given the label of internalizing symptoms. 
Additional internal problem behaviors include worrying, withdrawal, shyness, 
compulsion, obsessions, insomnia and headaches (Achenbach, 1966).  
Externalizing problems. Externalizing symptoms is defined as problem 
behaviors that involve conflict with the outside world (Achenbach, 1974). 
Disobedience, stealing, lying, are examples of externalizing symptoms. Other 
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 external problem behaviors include: fighting, cruelty, destructiveness, vandalism, 
swearing, running away, temper tantrums, showing off, and hyperactivity 
(Achenbach, 1966). Today researchers continue to use the terminology 
internalizing and externalizing symptoms to describe youth problem behavior. 
Theoretical Foundations 
Given the multiple and complex links between work and family spheres, 
no one unifying theory explains the relationships proposed in this investigation. 
Presently, many theoretical views are used to explain various aspects of work-
family interaction. In particular, five theories are deemed relevant to this present 
investigation: work-family spillover, identity theory, role construction theory, 
social-cognitive theory, and developmental systems perspective. 
Work-Family Spillover 
The model is based on spillover theory (e.g., Zedeck & Mosier, 1990), 
which postulates that experiences in one area of life (e.g., work) carry over to 
another area of life (e.g., parenting). The spillover perspective regarding the 
process of role interaction between work and family is that the attitudes and 
behaviors (e.g., psychological mood, work overload, burnout) are believed to 
carry over from one role to another (Leiter & Durup, 1996). Interest in examining 
the potential spillover from the workplace to parenting behavior comes from 
Belsky’s (1984) model of the determinants of parenting. In this model, he 
suggested that parenting has a central socializing influence in children’s 
development. From a broader social context, the parent’s occupation is linked 
indirectly to youth outcomes through parenting.  
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 Many theorists maintain that families are best understood within the 
context of their broader environments or ecologies (Belsky, Steinberg, & Draper, 
1991; Bronfenbrenner, 1989). Parent’s employment situation is one important 
aspect of a family’s ecology (Repetti & Wood, 1997). Daily work experiences 
impact adults’ well-being, which in turn, shape parents’ interactions with their 
children. Although spillover from work-to-family can sometimes be potentially 
positive for parents (Barling, 1990; Grzywacz & Marks, 2000), a sizeable number 
of studies favor propositions that the effects of work roles on family is generally 
negative (Almeida & McDonald, 1998; Bolger et al., 1989; Repetti & Wood, 
1997).  
Negative spillover between work and family is most frequently 
characterized by various types of work-family conflict (Greenhaus & Beutell, 
1985; Small & Riley, 1990). Work stress or “negative emotion spillover“ can refer 
to a process whereby feelings of frustration, anger, or disappointment at work 
lead to greater irritability and impatience or more power assertion at home 
(Bolger et al., 1989; Repetti & Wood, 1997). Most studies operate from the 
spillover view with the belief that negative attitudes and behaviors are carried 
over from the workplace to the family (see Grzywacz, Almeida, & McDonald, 
2002, for review). Research indicates that negative forms of spillover are related 
to, yet distinct from, positive spillover (Grzywacz & Marks, 2000). Theoretically, 
job satisfaction can facilitate effective parenting, whereas workplace stress is 
believed to disrupt it.  
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 The theoretical model (Figure 1) tested in this study incorporates the 
spillover perspective and theorizes that experience in one area of life carries over 
into another area. Workplace spillover to the family is conceptualized as being 
negative because it increases frustration in one’s performance of family roles.  
Identity Theory 
Identity theory has been used to describe a person’s conflict between 
work and family.  It has its origins in structural symbolic interactionism (Stryker, 
1980), which has the goal of understanding and explaining how social structures 
affect self and how self affects social behaviors. Identity is defined as ‘the parts 
of a self composed of the meanings that persons attach to the multiple roles they 
typically play in highly differentiated society” (Stryker & Burke, 2000, p. 284). 
Each position has associated social norms or expectations. Identity theory views 
people as living their lives in relatively small and specialized networks of social 
relationships (i.e., work, family, etc.). Social roles are expectations attached to 
positions in the network of relationships, and identities are internalized role 
expectations (Stryker, 1968, 1980). A person may occupy several positions/roles 
at any one time. Individuals trying to perform multiple roles at one time may be 
exposed to role overload and conflict (Klein & White, 1996). Greenhaus and 
Beutell (1985) propose that work-family conflict is intensified when either work or 
family roles are important and central to the person’s identity. They argue that the 
more important a role is to an individual, the more time and energy he or she will 
invest in it, allowing less time and energy for other roles.  
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 Another important concept from the identity theory perspective is identity 
salience. Stryker and Burke (2000) define salience as the probability that an 
identity will be invoked across a variety of role situations. An individual’s attitude 
towards their employment or family situation influences the effect that role has 
across other enacted roles. The particular identity framework (i.e., work or family) 
that is central to one’s identity will serve as a means of interpreting experience 
across the multitude of social roles. As such, it becomes the cognitive bases for 
defining situations, and influences the sensitivity and receptivity to certain cues 
for behavior (Stryker & Burke, 2000). There is importance in simultaneously 
viewing an individual’s diverse life roles and his or her interconnections to 
understanding self-identity. Martire, Stephens, and Townsend (2000) found that 
women’s greater role salience in the parent or employee role was related to more 
life satisfaction in that role. Women who regarded their roles as more important 
to their self-concept may have been better able to benefit from the rewards that 
these roles have to offer. The salience of an identity to a role reflects the 
commitment to the role relationships requiring that identity (Stryker & Burke, 
2000).   
 Role salience is referred to as a social role that reflects the degree to 
which that role serves as an identity anchor or as a means of defining oneself 
(Gurin, Veroff, & Feld, 1960). It assumes that individuals gain more meaning, 
purpose, and behavioral guidance as a result of enacting a role that is more 
central to their self-concept and that such gains contribute to greater probability 
of behavioral choices in accord with the expectations attached to that identity. 
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 What is most crucial to women’s well-being is their role satisfaction, that is, the 
extent to which they occupy the roles that they want to occupy. 
The last aspect of identity theory important to this work is the concept of 
commitment (Stryker & Burke, 2000). Commitment refers to the degree to which 
a person’s relationship to others in his or her network depends on possessing a 
particular identity and role. Commitment is measured by the cost of losing 
meaningful relations to others, should the identity be lessened. A source of work-
family conflict lies in one’s hierarchy of importance attributions to life roles. 
Cinamon and Rich (2002) simultaneously examined the importance of work, 
parent, and spouse roles. Three groups were identified: (a) persons who assign a 
high value to both their work and family roles; (b) persons who assign a high 
value to work and low value to family; and (c) persons who assign a high value to 
family and a low value to work. Tradeoffs between the conflicting demands of 
work and family are inevitable and are another major obstacle to being highly 
involved in both. Within this line of thinking, Casper and colleagues (2002) 
reasoned that if the work domain was the perceived source of conflict then 
negative affect would be directed toward the organization. Intuitively, the counter 
thought also would stand. If the family domain was the perceived source of 
conflict then negative affect would be directed toward that institution. People who 
are highly involved or committed in their careers tend to limit their involvement in 
their families, just as people committed to a family-oriented lifestyle often restrict 
their career involvement (Friedman & Greenhaus, 2000).  
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 From this view, when faced with choices it is thought that people make 
decisions that will allow the greatest amount of control over their environment. 
More specifically, when choosing one course of action over another, it is 
assumed that people will choose the course that gives them the greatest 
potential for personal control. This results in the development of a sense of 
competence in the person (Winton, 1995). Commitment then shapes identity 
salience, and identity salience shapes role choice behaviors. 
The conceptual model in Figure 1 theorizes that work-family conflict and 
job dissatisfaction are associated negatively with parental self-efficacy. Although 
no previous research has linked these concepts, theory would suggest that work-
family conflict and job dissatisfaction are related to parental self-efficacy. Work-
family conflict, from the identity theory perspective, might intensify as parents try 
to occupy multiple roles at any one time. When a role that is central to one’s 
identity and serves as an anchor or as a means of defining oneself (i.e., family) is 
in conflict with other roles (i.e., work) that require significant amounts of time, 
energy, and effort, identity role conflict is increased. Theory suggests that to 
reduce work-family conflict one will choose the course of action that gives them 
the greatest potential for personal control. If work begins to become the important 
role to an individual, then more time and energy will be invested in it, allowing 
less time and energy for family roles. Commitment is measured by the cost of 
losing meaningful relations to others. In theory, higher investment and 
commitment of oneself at work lessens parents’ meaningful relationships and 
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 confidence at home. Lower levels of parental conviction and competency at 
home might result in lower parental self-efficacy.    
Additionally, concepts from identity theory suggest that job dissatisfaction 
is associated with lower levels of parental self-efficacy. In applying identity 
salience to work stress, it could be theorized that when work is central to one’s 
identity, it serves as a means of interpreting experiences across a variety of 
social roles. Also, work identity serves as a base for defining situations. Also, add 
the concept of role salience, which reflects the degree to which that role serves 
as an identity anchor or as a means of defining oneself. In theory, if work is 
perceived as dissatisfying or unpleasant, and also perceived as central to one’s 
identity and the means of defining the self, then work would serve as a means of 
interpreting and defining situations in other roles. One who is questioning their 
satisfaction and worth in their work role also might question their conviction and 
competency in other roles (i.e., parental role), especially when the work role is 
central to one’s identity. Job dissatisfaction could negatively affect parental 
competency. Thus, job dissatisfaction is hypothesized to be associated 
negatively with parental self-efficacy.   
Role Construction Theory 
Again symbolic interactionism provides a useful framework for 
conceptualizing the complex systemic role changes that are required after both 
parents start working outside the home. According to this framework, social roles 
(e.g., mother, father) within any given culture or society are associated with 
certain expectations that specify the behaviors that are appropriate for and 
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 expected from an individual holding a particular position (Klein & White, 1996; 
LaRossa & Reitzes, 1993; Stryker & Statham, 1985). Initially, these socially 
determined expectations allow individuals to enter into interactions with a set of 
conceptual guidelines that direct their behavior in the given role. Once acting in 
the role, individuals maintain or modify their behavior based on the responses 
they receive from others, creating a shared understanding of their relational 
positions.  
Interactional problems arise when individuals hold roles for which they 
have no prior experience and for which no socially prescribed norms exist to 
direct role-related behavior (Stryker & Statham, 1985). Such circumstances 
frequently exist during the transition to two employed parents. Many employed 
mothers and fathers are faced with the task of redefining their parental roles 
while simultaneously defining their roles as a dual-working couple. 
 According to symbolic interactionism, role construction occurs through a 
dialectic process in which an individual initiates behavior or action in a role and 
then uses the reactions of others to either validate or invalidate their 
interpretation of that role (Stryker & Statham, 1985). For dual-employed parents, 
the lack of prescribed role definitions often requires that parents construct their 
own parental role descriptions, in part based on their unique perceptions of 
interactions that occur throughout the work-parenting process and in part based 
on the responses they receive from others during these interactions.  
The conceptual model in Figure 1 theorizes that parental self-efficacy is 
directly affected by work-family conflict. Role construction theory suggests that 
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 work-family conflict could be associated with lower levels of parental self-efficacy. 
Struggling with role changes that are required after both parents start working 
outside the home, mothers and fathers are faced with the task of redefining their 
parental roles while simultaneously defining their roles as a dual-working couple. 
When successful, this process results in a shared understanding of their 
respective parental roles that can be used to organize their interactions and 
behavior. If shared parental role definitions are not established, then 
expectations may be ambiguous, and a sense of helplessness and 
discouragement might spill over into their childrearing, undermining their beliefs 
that they can parent effectively (Jones & Prinz, 2005), and negatively impacting 
their abilities to enact their parental roles (Klein & White, 1996; Stryker & 
Statham, 1985). 
Social-Cognitive Theory  
Because most of the literature relevant to the parent self-efficacy construct 
have been conducted within a Bandurian framework, a review of his social-
cognitive theory is useful. Research on the determinants of parenting 
competence (Belsky, Hertzog, & Rovine, 1986) emphasizes the importance of 
parents’ psychological resources. According to Bandura (1986, 1995), one 
psychological resource that plays a vital role in human functioning is perceived 
self-efficacy. The self-efficacy construct, proposed by Bandura (1977), refers to 
the belief in one’s ability to perform successfully a particular behavior, thereby 
exercising some control over situations and events that affect one’s life. 
According to Bandura (1989) self-efficacy does not represent a global, fixed, 
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 personality trait but is instead thought of as a dynamic, emergent system that is 
influenced by the changing demands of a task, the situation, and individual 
development.  
Bandura separates the actual behaviors from one’s perceived ability to 
perform actions; there is overlap between self-efficacy and outcome behaviors 
because the level of confidence is the belief that appropriate actions will lead to 
the desired behavioral outcome. Conviction in one’s effectiveness determines 
whether people will even try in a difficult situation. A substantial body of research 
(see Bandura, 1986) demonstrates that people will undertake activities, expend 
effort, and persist in activities they believe they have the capability to handle. On 
the other hand, they will give up on, or avoid altogether, activities perceived as 
beyond their coping capacity, independent of actual underlying skills level. 
Therefore, self-efficacy beliefs are a blending of the knowledge of the particular 
behaviors as well as perceptions of the conditions in given salient situations.  
Self-efficacy beliefs are domain specific (Bandura, 1995; Schneewind, 
1995). One area in which self-efficacy plays a significant role is parenting. With 
respect to the parenting domain, it has been argued that parenting self-efficacy 
beliefs impact child development by way of parenting practices (Baumrind, 1993; 
Schneewind, 1995). A central element of parenting competence is parental self-
efficacy, which may be defined as the parent’s expectations about the degree to 
which he or she is able to perform competently and effectively as a parent (Teti & 
Gelfand, 1991). Parental self-efficacy is a potentially important cognitive 
construct, related to child and family functioning, that can be broadly defined as 
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 the expectation caregivers hold about their ability to parent successfully. As 
applied to child rearing, for a parent to feel efficacious, they must possess: (a) 
knowledge of effective child care responses (e.g., how to relieve distress, how to  
enforce limits), (b) confidence in their own ability to carry out such tasks, and (c) 
the belief that their children will respond appropriately and others will be 
supportive (Coleman & Karraker, 1997). The assumption is that parents' 
cognitive appraisals about their role in childrearing will affect their parenting 
practices.  
There is a rapidly growing body of research on the role of perceived self-
efficacy in parenting. Scholars have suggested that parental self-efficacy plays 
an important role in influencing parental behaviors (see Jones & Prinz, 2005, for 
review). Increased attention has been paid to the role of parents' beliefs in 
mediating parenting behavior (e.g., Coleman et al., 2002; Jackson & Scheines, 
2005). In sum, self-efficacy accounted for or explained the relationships between 
several predictor variables and parenting quality. Evidence that diverse variables 
do not directly impair parental functioning, but do so through their ability to 
undermine competency perceptions, provide important clarification through which 
certain factors influence parenting.  
The conceptual model in Figure 1 theorizes that parental self-efficacy is 
directly affected by work stress. Previous research suggests that work-family 
conflict and job dissatisfaction are associated with lower levels of psychological 
well-being (e.g., Frone, Russell, & Cooper, 1992; Kossek & Ozeki, 1998), which 
among other things, lessens parents’ ability to meet their obligations at home 
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 (Broman, 2001; Higgins, Duxbury, & Irving, 1992; Kinnunen & Mauno, 1998). In 
theory, higher levels of work stress drain parents’ confidence, persuading them 
that they cannot influence or control aspects of their lives that they value. Some 
aspects of this sense of helplessness and demoralization spill over into their 
childrearing realm, undermining their beliefs that they can parent effectively. 
Parents may struggle to put their knowledge of effective parenting skills into 
action.  
Experiencing greater work pressures, stressors, or distractions are 
potentially harmful to self-efficacy by eroding parental convictions needed to 
effectively undertake, expend effort, and persist in child rearing activities. With 
lowered expectations, they might give up on, or avoid altogether, activities 
perceived as beyond their coping capacity; or they might only try halfheartedly to 
engage in effective parenting strategies. Additionally, they might resort to less 
effective tactics, such as harshness or intrusiveness, because those methods 
require less energy and time, and because they are becoming less sensitive and 
receptive to effective parenting cues. As parents experience stress and strain in 
the workplace, they are vulnerable to higher levels of tension, irritability and 
fatigue in the home and may demonstrate less conviction in the form of time, 
energy, and attention to parenting. Thus, the study of parenting beliefs can 
provide insight into individual differences in parenting quality (e.g., Mash & 
Johnston, 1983).  
 Parental self-efficacy has generally been operationalized as an 
antecedent variable, which primarily involves parental self-efficacy impacting 
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 parenting competence (for review, see Jones & Prinz, 2005). The conceptual 
model in Figure 1 theorizes that ineffective parenting behavior is directly affected 
by parental self-efficacy. Although a variety of factors have been thought to effect 
parenting practices, a review of the literature indicates that high parental self-
efficacy has been linked with competent and positive parenting practices, 
strategies, and behaviors (Coleman & Karraker, 1998; Dumka et al., 1996). 
Presumably, parents with high parental self-efficacy conveying confidence in 
acquiring and exercising effective parenting skills, and conversely, parents with 
low parental self-efficacy might find it more difficult to parent effectively in the 
face of challenging child situations. Thus, parental self-efficacy is hypothesized to 
be associated negatively with ineffective parenting behavior.   
Developmental Systems Perspective 
 Within the developmental systems view, children and parents are linked in 
a multilevel system (Lerner, 2002). Parents, as individuals within the 
developmental system, and the behaviors associated with parenting are 
influenced by other levels of the system. The child, the parent, and their 
relationship are part of a larger system with multiple levels that make up an 
ecology (Bronfenbrenner, 1979). The ecological framework also suggests that 
the effects of family processes may differ for youth with distinct person and 
context characteristics (Bronfenbrenner, 1986). Bronfenbrenner developed a 
system model in which parenting capacity to meet children’s developmental 
needs are related to such external factors as the parents’ work patterns.  
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 Belsky (1984) has applied ecological theory to develop a comprehensive 
model of the determinants of parenting. He has stated that parenting behaviors 
are shaped by parent characteristics, child characteristics, and broader social 
contexts (including occupational experiences). Although not directly involving the 
child, the workplace has an impact on a parent’s behavior (e.g., stressful day at 
work), which in turn, has an effect on youth outcomes.    
 Bronfenbrenner and Crouter (1982) highlighted several family context 
variables that are comprised in the changing American demography. One 
important aspect of family context is maternal employment. Mothers’ employment 
has emerged as a significant issue in parenting and in the research of child 
outcomes (see Crouter & McHale, 1993; Gottfried, Gottfried, & Bathurst, 2002). 
Given the rapid increase in the maternal employment rate, it is probably safe to 
assume that cultural views about maternal employment have changed. Parents’ 
attitudes about maternal employment are likely influenced by the larger social 
view.  
The theoretical model (Figure 1) tested in this study incorporates the 
ecological perspective and theorizes that parents’ experiences in the workplace 
indirectly impact youth outcomes in the home. In response to Bronfenbrenner’s 
criteria of studying the developmental outcomes of children within multiple 
environments, the current study included both the exosystem and the 
microsystem ecological levels by exploring the indirect effects of parents’ 
employment situation on youth problem behavior. The effects of work on the 
family are conceptualized as being negative because the stresses and strains of 
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 work are thought to carry over to one’s performance of family roles, which in turn, 
have an effect on youth outcomes.  
In review, the present investigation attempts to expand the understanding 
of work-family relationships by investigating the potential links between work and 
family conflict and the psychological well-being of young adolescents. The 
purpose of this study is to examine a model with spillover from work-to-family 
being linked to parental self-efficacy, ineffective parental behavior, and youth 
problem behavior. The major constructs are work-family conflict, job 
dissatisfaction, parental self-efficacy, ineffective parenting behaviors, and youth 
problem behavior. Finally, several theories including work-family spillover, 
identity theory, role construction theory, social-cognitive theory, and the 
developmental systems perspective inform this research. 
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 CHAPTER 2 
Literature Review 
 The review of literature addresses the proposed paths outlined in Figure 1. 
First, the link between work stress and youth problem behavior is discussed. The 
correlation between work-family conflict and job dissatisfaction is examined next. 
Then the review details the effects of work-family conflict and job dissatisfaction 
on parental efficacy. Next, the relationship between work-family conflict and job 
dissatisfaction on ineffective parenting behavior is reviewed, followed by a look at 
the relation between parental self-efficacy and ineffective parenting behaviors. 
Finally, the effects of ineffective parenting behaviors on youth problem behavior 
are explored.     
Work Stress and Youth Problem Behavior 
Recent research indicates that parental work stress has implications for 
the quality of family interaction, and in turn, youth problem behavior (Galambos, 
Sears, Almeida & Kolaric, 1995; Stewart & Barling, 1996). The effect of parental 
work stress on youth problem behavior appears to be indirect. There have been 
several studies linking parents’ time-based, strain-based, and job dissatisfaction 
variables to family conflict. It is believed that “parents’ work experience indirectly 
impacts children’s behaviors through their sequential effects on parents’ work-
related affect and parenting” (Stewart & Barling, 1996, p.222).  
Galambos et al. (1995) examined a three-stage spillover process in which 
parents’ work stress (i.e., work overload) and parent-adolescent relations were 
linked to adolescent problem behavior. Questionnaires were completed at two 
  26 
 time periods by 105 sixth grade children and their parents. Regression analyses 
linked parents’ occupational stress, lower maternal warmth, and higher paternal 
conflict to children’s higher levels of youth problem behavior. Similarly, Crouter, 
Bumpas, Maguire and McHale (1999) explored the association between parents’ 
work pressure and role overload on parental-adolescent conflict and adolescent 
psychological well-being using the center for epidemiological studies depression 
measure. The sample included 190 dual-earner parents and two of their 
biological adolescent children. Parents completed three work stress surveys, 
parents and youth completed the parent-adolescent conflict survey, and youth 
completed two psychological well-being surveys. Structural equation modeling 
(SEM) indicated that higher levels of parents’ work stress were related to 
elevated amounts of parent-adolescent conflict for mothers and for fathers, which 
in turn predicted lower levels of youth well-being. Work stress then, is linked to 
parents’ feeling of overload and strain, which in turn predicted poorer parent-child 
relations. Poorer parent-child relations are associated to less positive adjustment 
of adolescents. Although work stress might be distracting for some, in the face of 
high work stress, withdrawing from family involvement might be adaptive in the 
short run but ultimately problematic (Repetti, 1992, 1994).  
Work-Family Conflict and Job Dissatisfaction 
 In the area of work and family research, work-family conflict has been 
shown to have an unfavorable relation with a variety of variables associated with 
employee work life, home life, and general health and well-being (see Allen et al., 
2000, for a review). The most widely studied correlate of work-family conflict has 
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 been job satisfaction. Research suggests that work-family conflict is related 
inversely to job satisfaction (Allen et al., 2000; Kossek & Ozeki, 1998), and 
associated with job dissatisfaction (Bruck, Allen, & Spector, 2002; Rice, Frone, & 
McFarlin, 1992; Staines, Pottict, & Fudge, 1986). As people experience more 
conflict between their roles in both spheres, their level of satisfaction falls.  
Using a sample of 111 female and male entrepreneurs, Parasuraman, 
Purohit, Godshalk, andBeutell (1996) had participants complete questionnaires 
assessing work-role overload and work-family conflict. Work-family conflict was 
measured using six items from Kopelman et al. (1983) work-family conflict scale. 
Regression analyses revealed a significant relationship between work-family 
conflict and work-role overload. These same results have been found in studies 
with samples such as 1,309 executives (Judge, Boudreau, & Bretz, 1994) who 
responded to mail surveys. Regression analyses indicated that there was a 
negative association between job satisfaction and work-family conflict. Thomas 
and Ganster (1995) had 398 health professionals participate in their study. Work-
family conflict was assessed with Kopelman’s et al. (1983) scale, and job 
satisfaction was assessed with Kunin’s (1955) Faces scale. Path analyses 
indicated a negative association between work-family conflict and job 
satisfaction. 
 Adams, King, and King (1996) asked 163 working adults (104 females 
and  58 males) to respond to questions about work-family conflict from 
Kopelman’s et al. (1983) work-family conflict scale, and job dissatisfaction from 
the job diagnostic survey. Hierarchical regression analyses indicated a negative 
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 association between work-family conflict and job satisfaction. Netemeyer, Boles, 
and McMurrian (1996) tested the relationship between work-family conflict and 
job satisfaction with three different samples: 182 elementary and high school 
teachers and administrators, 162 small business owners, and 186 real estate 
sales employees who responded to mail surveys. Each group of participants 
completed work-family conflict and job satisfaction questionnaires. Path analyses 
revealed relationships between work-family conflict and job satisfaction for 
elementary and high school teachers and administrators, small business owners, 
and real estate sales employees. Significant results were obtained for each 
sample. For job satisfaction construct, findings range from being almost 
nonsignificant (Thompson & Blau, 1993) to strong (-.45, Parasuraman, 
Greenhaus, & Granrose, 1992). In a meta-analytic review focusing primarily on 
job satisfaction, Kossek and Ozeki (1998) reported that a consistent negative 
relationship exists among all forms of work-family conflict and job satisfaction 
with a weighted mean correlation of -.24.  
 Mixed results within studies also have been reported. In several of these 
studies, the differences have been across gender. Using a one-item measure of 
job satisfaction and a sample of dual-career parents with children attending day-
care centers, Wiersma and Van den Berg (1991) found a significant relationship 
for women but not for men. Similarly, Greenglass, Pantony, and Burke (1988) 
found that three aspects of role conflict (professional vs. self; professional vs. 
parent; and professional vs. spouse) each related to job dissatisfaction for 
women but not for men.  
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 Differences also have been found for global and composite (i.e., attitudes 
such as coworkers, job conditions, supervision, etc.,) job satisfaction measures. 
Bruck et al. (2002) found that work-family conflict related significantly to both 
types of job satisfaction, but the relation was significantly stronger to composite 
job satisfaction than to global job satisfaction. In all, the results from these 
studies indicate that individuals reporting a greater degree of work-family conflict 
tended to report lower levels of subjective job satisfaction. Thus, it is predicted 
that parents’ work-family conflict and job dissatisfaction will be positively 
associated.    
Work-Family Conflict, Job Dissatisfaction, and Parental Self-Efficacy 
Although most parents believe that parenting is gratifying and worthwhile 
(Strong, DeVault, Sayad, & Cohen, 2001), some lack adequate parental skills 
and/or are burdened by the added responsibility of employment. The conflict 
between work and family roles reflects a reality for numerous parents. To the 
author’s knowledge, there is no study linking work-family conflict and job 
dissatisfaction to parental efficacy. Research on work stress, within both the 
occupational health and clinical psychology fields, has explored how short- and 
long-term stress at work negatively impacts the behavior and well-being of 
workers’ off the job (Perry-Jenkins et al., 2000). To be a parent is a taxing role in 
early and middle adulthood, a role that places significant demands on parents’ 
time and energy. As a role that is central to many adults’ identity, the manner in 
which the role demands of parenthood are met influences how adults perceive 
themselves and the quality of their lives. 
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 For over two decades researchers have been studying the relationship 
between work and family under the label of work-family conflict (e.g., Beutell & 
Greenhaus, 1985; Cooke & Rousseau, 1984). Although there is an excess of 
evidence for the bidirectional spillover of family-work conflict and work-family 
conflict (see reviews by Frone et al., 1997; Larson & Almeida, 1999), this study 
will focus on the later. Work-family conflict stems from the interference of events 
in the work role with performance of the family role. Interrole conflict indicates an 
absence of fit between the work and family roles. The negative consequences of 
these forms of stress on the quality of life in the family domain and on one’s well-
being in general have been documented (Frone et al., 1992; Kinnunen, & 
Mauno,1998; Martire et al., 2000; Parasuraman et al., 1992; Piotrkowski, 
Rapaport, & Rapaport, 1987; Repetti & Wood, 1997).  
Greenhaus and Beutell (1985) identified three major types of predictors of 
conflict in the family-work literature: time-based, strain-based, and behavior-
based predictors. Behavior-based conflict occurs when specific behaviors 
required in one role are incompatible with behaviors expectations within another 
role. Although behavior-based conflict is a salient source of conflict, this study 
devotes its attention to the time- and strain-based concepts. Time-based conflict 
represents role-related time commitment: the amount of one’s available time 
devoted to work- or family-related activities. Parasuraman, Purohit, Godshalk, 
and Beutell (1996) hypothesized that time commitment is an important cause of 
work-family conflict because time is viewed as a limited resource. Thus, longer 
work hours may relate to parents’ feelings of time inadequacy with their children. 
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 Gutek et al. (1991) noted that the predominant view of the work-family interface 
is that the amount of conflict one perceives rises in proportion to the number of 
hours one expends in both the work and family domains. In this area, Milkie and 
her colleagues (2004) found that the more hours spent in paid work, the more 
likely parents felt time strain with their children. Some speculate that mothers 
may be more vulnerable than fathers to time strain with children because of 
cultural expectations of intensive motherhood (Hays, 1996).  
Negative effects of parental work on child development are reported when 
parents work full-time or more than full-time (Crouter & McHale, 1993; Parcel & 
Menaghan, 1994). Heath (1976) found that the more time and energy fathers 
invest in their jobs, the more irritable and impatient they are with their children, 
from infants to early adolescents. Mothers and fathers spend less time with their 
children when they are employed full-time or when they work over time, 
compared to when they work part-time or not at all (Moen & Dempster-McClain, 
1987; Small & Riley, 1990). From this perspective, time is a limited resource and 
the conditions of work and other contexts (such as family) may place competing 
demands on an individual’s time. Thus, the more time one devotes to a given role 
(i.e., work), the less time one has to meet the demands and responsibilities of 
another role (i.e., parenting). It seems reasonable that time demands from the 
work domain can intrude on experiences in the family domain, serving as 
sources of conflict and dissatisfaction, and eroding effective parenting.  
The second predictor, strain-based conflict, is role-related dissatisfaction 
or distress. Greenhaus and Beutell (1985) hypothesized that various role 
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 characteristics can produce strain or distress in an individual and that the 
resulting strain or distress will undermine an individual’s ability or willingness to 
meet the obligations of other roles. Crouter et al. (1999) found that mothers and 
fathers who described more pressure at work also reported greater role overload 
and a feeling of being overwhelmed by multiple commitments. Higher levels of 
role overload were associated with increased conflict with adolescent offspring. 
Similarly, Galambos et al. (1995) linked parents’ feelings of being overloaded to 
stressful parent-adolescent relations and to youth problem behaviors. Work-role 
overload is likely to cause higher levels of physical or psychological fatigue that 
might undermine an individual’s ability to meet the obligations in family roles.  
Although not a construct in this study, strain-based conflict arising from 
economic stresses was associated with a diminished sense of childrearing 
efficacy among parents (Elder, Eccles, Ardelt, & Lord, 1995; Simons, Whitbeck, 
Conger, & Melby, 1990). Using a sample of 429 inner city families, Elder and his 
colleagues (1995) demonstrated that strain from economic hardship spilled over 
into children’s development indirectly as it impacts family processes by 
undermining parents’ perceptions of their ability to promote competence in their 
children. Brody, Flor, and Gibson (1999) found similar results with a sample of 
139 rural, single-parent African American families. Path analyses indicated a link 
among inadequate family finances, diminished maternal self-efficacy beliefs, and 
ineffective parenting practices. Additionally, Mirowsky and Ross (1989) found 
that increased financial stresses undermined parental self-efficacy.  
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 Bandura (1997) theorizes that family income and heaviness of 
occupational workload would have no direct effects on women’s well-being, but 
operate through effects on perceived self-efficacy. Researchers have considered 
the impact of work stress on the broad concept of parental well-being. Broman 
(2001) considered how work outside of the home had an impact on family life. 
The data used came from the American’s Changing Lives (ACL), a two-wave 
panel study, that surveyed 3,617 respondents. Participants responded to 
questions in a face-to-face survey lasting about 85 minutes. Blacks were 
sampled at twice the rate of Whites. Regression analyses revealed a negative 
association between job dissatisfaction and parental well-being. Schwartzberg 
and Dytell (1996) surveyed 94 mothers and 48 fathers from dual-earner families. 
The researchers assessed work stress, job-home interference, and psychological 
well-being. Multiple regression analyses indicated that work stress was 
negatively associated to mothers’ and fathers’ self-esteem. By using Bandura’s 
earlier reasoning, the assumption that occupational workload (i.e., work stress) 
can indirectly effect parent well-being via parental self-efficacy seems feasible.  
Consistent with the financial strain arguments and Bandura’s theory, it is 
presumed that time- and strain-based demands or pressures induce stress or 
interference because the work and family domains compete with each other for 
attention, focus, time, and energy. It is hypothesized that time- and strain-based 
conflict impairs parental efficacy and undermines their belief in their ability to 
guide their children’s development.  
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 In addition to work-family conflict, the other link in this part of the model is 
between job dissatisfaction and parental self-efficacy. Although studies of school-
age populations are limited, the literature suggests that parents’ work satisfaction 
may interfere with parental well-being. Research findings have shown that when 
a mother’s experience of her role (as either an employed mother or a 
homemaker) is negative, detrimental effects are more likely to be displayed in her 
children and herself (Spitze, 1988). Mothers who are dissatisfied with their 
employment status are at greater risk for experiencing negative effects than 
mothers whose employment status is congruent with their employment 
preference (Baruch & Barnett, 1986; Spitze, 1988).  
In one of the few studies examining the relationship between parental self-
efficacy and role satisfaction associated with women juggling work and family 
demands, Erdwins, Buffardi, Casper, and O’Brien (2001) surveyed a sample of 
129 middle- to upper-income women of preschool children. Hierarchical 
regression analyses revealed that higher parental self-efficacy was associated 
with lower stress attributed to managing multiple role demands. Thus, feeling 
competent and effective in performing her parenting role appears to be closely 
related to a women’s sense of role strain and overload. For men, job satisfaction 
is associated with the amount of time fathers spend with their children 
(Grossman, Pollack, & Golding, 1988; Voydanoff & Kelly, 1984), and job 
satisfaction also is associated positively with more positive father-child 
interactions (Heath, 1976; Kemper & Reichler, 1976). On the other hand, 
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 cumulative experiences of job stress and dissatisfaction with work may lead to 
aversive (hostile or punitive) parent-child interactions (Hoffman, 1984). 
Kinnunen, Gerris, and Vermulst (1996) interviewed 657 working men, with 
9 to 16 year-old children, to investigate how job satisfaction and job stress 
related to family functioning (i.e., child rearing, parenting, marital relationship). 
Regression analyses indicated that job satisfaction and job stress were related to 
family functioning. In fact, job stress and job dissatisfaction combined had an 
especially negative effect on family functioning. Thus, in the case of high job 
dissatisfaction, parenting problems may give way to the demands coming from 
the job that turn the father’s attention away from his parental role. Stewart and 
Barling (1996) surveyed 189 fathers in a study linking work experience, job 
satisfaction, parenting behavior, and children’s behavior. Path analyses revealed 
that father’s negative work experiences were related to job dissatisfaction, 
negative parenting behavior and children’s behavior.    
Even though few studies have explored the potential impact of parent’s 
feelings of self-efficacy on their experience with work-family conflict and job 
dissatisfaction, it seems logical that a relationship exists between these 
constructs. Bandura (1986) thought that an individual’s sense of self-efficacy 
operates to reduce perceptions of and reactions to stress. Thus, it seems 
reasonable that when parents feel unable to handle successfully the burdens 
involved in their work and family roles, especially when work is demanding, the 
more they would experience interference with their parenting self-efficacy. Any 
effort to better understand the experiences of work and parenthood requires the 
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 ability to assess factors affecting parents’ perceptions of their competence. Given 
that the present study focuses on work stress spillover, it is believed that parents’ 
beliefs in their capacity to engage in positive parenting practices will diminish as 
work stress increase. Thus, it is predicted that parents’ work-family conflict and 
job dissatisfaction will be associated negatively with parental efficacy.  
Parental Self-Efficacy and Ineffective Parenting Behavior 
Markus, Cross, and Wurf (1990) reported that feelings of competence as a 
parent is the second most common aspect of the “self” that is desired by adults. 
Unfortunately, the association between competence and parental cognitions has 
received limited research attention (Coleman et al., 2000). However, the 
literature has shown that self-efficacy beliefs are useful in explaining both 
effective and ineffective parenting behavior (Coleman & Karraker, 1998; Dumka 
et al., 1996; Sabatelli & Waldron, 1995). Parents with high self-efficacy believe 
they have the ability to influence effectively the development and behaviors of 
their children and engage in positive parenting behavior (Coleman & Karraker, 
1998). Current research supports an association between high parental efficacy 
and positive parenting behaviors, such as responsive, stimulating, and 
nonpunitive caretaking (Donovan & Leavitt, 1985), and more active interactions 
with their children (Mash & Johnston, 1983).  
Coleman et al. (2000) assessed the relationships among parenting self-
efficacy, general self-efficacy, child and maternal characteristics, and parenting 
satisfaction in 145 mothers of school-aged children. Coleman and colleagues 
used three different parental self-efficacy measures, one of which was developed 
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 by Dumka et al. (1996). Results from the study indicated that higher parenting 
self-efficacy was observed in mothers of less emotional and more sociable 
children, and among mothers who were better educated, had higher family 
incomes, and reported more previous experience with children. 
 Johnston and Mash (1989) surveyed 297 mothers and 215 fathers 
regarding parental self-efficacy and satisfaction. Analysis of variance indicated 
that parents reporting higher self-efficacy perceived fewer behavior problems in 
their children. Conversely, father reports of self-efficacy were negatively 
correlated with internalizing and externalizing behavior of school-aged children, 
where as mother reports were only correlated with externalizing problem 
behavior. Wells-Parker and colleagues (1990) surveyed two samples (122 and 
350) of women to assess self-efficacy in four areas, parenting being one of the 
areas. Correlation results revealed that women displaying high parental self-
efficacy exhibit active coping strategies (Wells-Parker, Miller, & Topping,1990). 
Gondoli and Silverberg (1997) gathered questionnaires and observational data 
from 94 mothers and their 7th grade children. Multiple regression analyses 
indicated that parental self-efficacy was negatively associated with depression, 
anxiety, and low self-esteem. Mothers’ self-efficacy was positively associated 
with mother and youth reports of responsiveness (i.e., psychological autonomy 
and acceptance).  Conversely, additional analyses revealed that lower parental 
self-efficacy was associated with parents being less responsiveness with their 
teenage children (Gondoli & Silverberg 1997). 
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 Bogenschneider et al. (1997) surveyed 1,176 eighth to 12th grade students 
and a parent (666 mothers and 510 fathers) regarding parenting competency, 
support, psychological control, monitoring efforts, and child behavior. Regression 
analyses indicated that mothers’ and fathers’ self-efficacy was positively related 
to monitoring and to responsiveness of sons and daughters. On the other hand, 
mother’s and fathers’ self-efficacy was negatively related to psychological control 
of sons and daughters. 
Dumka and colleagues (1996) developed a scale to assess parents’ 
general confidence and abilities to function as successful parents using a 
Hispanic (N = 94) and Caucasian (N = 90) sample of mothers. Parental self-
efficacy was correlated with acceptance for Hispanic and Caucasian mothers. 
Parental self-efficacy correlated with inconsistent discipline for White, but not for 
Hispanic mothers. Izzo and colleagues (2000) used part of Dumka et al. (1996) 
parental self-efficacy scale and part of their own scale to assess Hispanic 
mothers’ perceived abilities to manage their children‘s problems and to raise 
them effectively. Regression analyses indicated that mothers’ report of self-
efficacy was associated with mothers’ report of warmth and control. Thus, a 
growing body of research indicates that higher levels of parenting efficacy are 
related to effective parenting. 
Ardelt and Eccles (2001) surveyed and interviewed 376 mother and their 
young adolescents regarding parental and child self-efficacy, promotive 
parenting, and child outcomes. Mother promotive parenting strategies included 
encouraging, collaborating, involving their teens in actives and proactive 
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 parenting practices. SEM analyses revealed that parental self-efficacy was 
positively related to promotive parenting for African American mothers, but not 
Caucasian mothers. In addition, mothers’ parental self-efficacy was a strong 
predictor of children’s self-efficacy and academic success in disadvantaged 
families.  
Bugental and Shennum (1984) found that parents who have low parenting 
self-efficacy tend to become more irritated when interacting with an unresponsive 
child than do parents with high confidence in their parenting competence. 
Drawing from a sample of 40 abusive and nonabusive mothers of children aged 3 
to 13, Bugental, Blue and Cruzcosa (1989) found that abusive mothers tended to 
have lower levels of parenting efficacy than did nonabusive parents. Bugental 
(1987) also found that caregivers with low levels of perceived control over child 
behavior are sensitized to and cope inappropriately with difficult children 
behaviors. Parents with lower self-efficacy demonstrate more negative affect and 
use more punitive disciplinary strategies (Bugental & Cortez, 1988; Bugental & 
Shennum, 1984). Taken together, low levels of perceived parental self-efficacy 
are proposed to result in poor persistence, depression, and self-blaming 
attributions (Bandura, 1982). Based on the accumulating parent self-efficacy 
literature, it is possible to assert that lower parental self-efficacy is related 
negatively to the parents’ ability to foster a healthy and nurturant childrearing 
environment.  
In sum, parental self-efficacy appears to be an important correlate of 
parenting practices, child development, and child outcomes (Sabatelli & Waldron, 
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 1995). The expanding parental cognition literature has revealed that self-efficacy 
beliefs, specific to the domain of parenting, represent a potent variable for 
explaining parenting behaviors. Research supports self-efficacy beliefs as a 
correlate of both positive and negative parenting practices and parenting quality. 
As such, a negative association between parental efficacy and negative 
parenting behaviors is hypothesized. Because perceived self-efficacy helps 
determine the amount of effort people will expend to meet a challenge (Bandura, 
1989), it is expected that parents with lower parental efficacy are likely to use 
more harsh and inconsistent discipline, put less effort into monitoring 
(knowledge) their children, use more controlling methods, and provide children 
with less affection and nurturance. 
Ineffective Parenting Behavior and Youth Problem Behavior 
 A large body of literature exists documenting an association between 
ineffective parenting and a wide variety of child maladjustment problems (Barber, 
1996; Dodge, Pettit & Bates, 1994; Garber, Robinson, & Valentiner, 1997; Pettit, 
Bates, & Dodge, 1997; Steinberg, 1990). The youth outcomes of interest in this 
study are externalizing and internalizing problem behavior. These dimensions of 
youth problem behavior partially make up the broader construct of youth problem 
behavior. Internalized problems behaviors tend to express distress in a subtle, 
inner-directed pattern categorized either by being anxious/depressed, having 
somatic complaints, and/or being withdrawn. Internalizing problem behaviors are 
generally described as more passive and appear to involve internal distress and 
/or excessive self-control, or behavioral inhibition that intrudes on developmental 
  41 
 growth (Weiss, Jackson & Susser, 1997).  Conversely, external behaviors direct 
their psychological expression of distress towards external sources categorized 
as overt aggressive behavior and/or covert aggressive behavior, and delinquent 
behavior (Achenbach, 1997). Externalizing problem behaviors deal more with 
one’s conduct with others outside the individual and are generally described as 
antisocial, thus encouraging rejection by peers and isolation (Asher, Parkhurst, 
Hymel, & William, 1990). Research discussing parenting behaviors associated 
with internalizing and externalizing youth behavior problems will be discussed 
next.  
Ineffective Parenting Variables 
Several years of research on parent-child relations has led to the 
identification of three independent dimensions of parental behavior: support 
(responsiveness and connectedness to the child), behavioral control (regulation 
of the child’s behavior through firm and consistent discipline), and psychological 
control (control of the child’s behavior through parental intrusiveness, love 
withdrawal, and guilt induction) (Barber & Harmon, 2002; Maccoby & Martin, 
1983). Each of these parenting behaviors has been linked with indicators of 
adolescents’ behavior and psychological maladjustment (Galambos, Barker, & 
Almeida, 2003). Early adolescence is a sensitive period for parents because they 
must learn to facilitate appropriate levels of autonomy in their children, relax 
some control, and remain supportive during a demanding transition (Galambos & 
Ehrenberg, 1997). The extent to which parents and youth are unsuccessful in 
meeting these challenges tends to undermine their youth’s adjustment. Within 
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 the dimensions of support and control, researchers have identified several 
parenting behaviors as prominent factors of youth problem behavior. In this 
study, the specific ineffective parenting behaviors that will be reviewed include: 
harsh discipline, inconsistent discipline, psychological control, lower parental 
acceptance, and lower monitoring knowledge (Dodge, Pettit, & Bates, 1994; 
Fauber, Forehand, Thomas & Wierson, 1990; Loeber & Dishion, 1983; Patterson 
& Stouthamer-Loebor, 1984).    
Harsh discipline. Parents’ use of harsh discipline has received much 
attention because of concerns about its effects on children’s mental health 
outcomes (Baumrind, Larzelere, & Cowan, 2002; Gershoff, 2002; Holden, 2002; 
Parke, 2002). Some studies indicate that parents who use harsh discipline 
generally believe that this method of discipline is appropriate, effective, and 
sometimes necessary for their children (Holden, Coleman, & Schmidt, 1995; 
Holden, Miller, & Harris, 1999). However, concerns continue to be raised about 
the use of this discipline method because it has been shown to be associated 
with a number of behavioral problems and antisocial behaviors in European 
American children and adolescence and because of its link with physical 
maltreatment (Cicchetti & Lynch, 1995; Patterson et al., 1998; Straus & Kantor, 
1994). Studies examining how children are affected by harsh discipline 
consistently have linked parental hostility to the development of internalized and 
externalized behavior problems (e.g., MacKinnon-Lewis & Lofquist, 1996; 
Patterson et al., 1998). MacKinnon-Lewis and Lofquist (1996) conducted a study 
with 246 mothers and sons. Mothers completed the Child Behavior Checklist 
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 (CBLC, Achenbach, 1991), while children completed the Negative Life Events 
scale and a depression scale. Both mother and child were also observed. 
Multiple regression analyses indicated that marital conflict was associated with 
boys’ depression and aggression via harsh parenting. 
Adolescent conduct problems or delinquent behaviors, referred to as 
externalizing problems, appear to be influenced highly by their experiences in 
families (Patterson, 1986). Conger and colleagues (1993) assessed 220 seventh 
grade girls living in intact families. Parents and youth completed surveys and 
participated in observational settings assessing marital conflict, harsh parenting, 
and youth adjustment problems. SEM analyses revealed that fathers' and 
mothers’ harsh behaviors toward their daughters were associated with increased 
occurrence of youth adjustment problems (i.e., antisocial behavior and hostility). 
McCloskey and Lichter (2003) measured different forms of aggression in 296 
children who participated in a longitudinal study with their mothers. Children 
between 6 -12 years of age completed the Conflict Tactic scale, then later as 
adolescents they completed a peer aggression scale and the CBCL. Mothers 
provided data regarding marital conflict and adolescent aggression. Regression 
analyses indicated that a child’s exposure to marital conflict was associated to 
aggression toward peers as youth. Simons and colleagues (1993) gathered data 
from 207 single parent mothers and the adolescent children. Mothers completed 
an adapted Conflict Tactic scale regarding their own father and mother, and the 
youth completed a delinquent scale and a hostility scale. Additionally, the mother 
and her youth were observed in structured interaction tasks. SEM analyses 
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 revealed that mother’s reports of paternal and maternal harshness were 
associated with youth aggressive/deviant orientation (i.e., delinquency and 
hostility). Women who were subjected to abusive parenting tended to develop a 
hostile, rebellious parenting orientation of their own.  
  Evidence also suggests that harsh parenting practices are related to 
adolescent internalizing problems (e.g., Messer & Beidel, 1994), especially 
depressive symptoms (McLoyd, Jayaratne, Ceballo, & Borquez, 1994). Using 
data from the 1994 Nation Survey of Families and Households, Voydanoff (2004) 
conducted a secondary data analysis of 489 married two-earner couples and 
their adolescents aged 10 to 17. Youth internalizing was assessed by mothers 
and fathers. Youth responded to questions designed to measure parental 
harshness. Regression analyses indicated that mothers’ and fathers’ harsh 
parenting was associated with young internalizing problem behavior.  
Repeated hostile confrontations with irritable parents represent important 
daily stressors that might increase a child's psychological distress (Burge & 
Hammen, 1991). Over time, parents' angry and aversive behaviors are apt to 
diminish the child's sense of self and heighten the child's feelings of 
hopelessness and worthlessness, both of which are important symptoms of 
depression. Coercive techniques have been associated with decreases in 
children’s feelings of confidence and assertiveness and with increases in feelings 
of humiliation and helplessness (Lasky, 1993).  
Inconsistent discipline. Although consistent discipline is thought to provide 
a predictable environment and stable behavior from children, the effects of 
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 inconsistent discipline are more difficult to understand. Many aspects of 
inconsistent discipline were described by Becker (1964) four decades ago. He 
described parental inconsistency as allowing behaviors to occur in one instance 
and not another, or as the differences in discipline because the parent’s mood 
changes, or as the differing patterns of rewards and punishment used from time 
to time. One thing that is consistent is that studies then (Andry, 1960; Bandura & 
Walters, 1959; McCord, McCord, & Zola, 1959) and now (Galambos et al., 2003; 
Patterson & Strouthamer-Loeber, 1984) have shown that higher incidences of 
inconsistent discipline, both within and between parents, contribute to 
internalized and externalized problem behavior in youth.  
Grant and colleagues (2005) observed 105 adolescents and their mothers 
using the Iowa Family Interaction Rating Scales (Conger et al., 1992). 
Inconsistent discipline was assessed by raters. Externalizing behavior was 
assessed by self-report using the CBLC. SEM analyses revealed that 
inconsistent discipline was associated with youth externalizing problem behavior. 
Liliana and Lovacs (2005) asked 92 fifth grade children and their mothers to 
respond to inconsistency questions from the CRPBI (Schaefer, 1965) and 
externalizing questions from the CBCL. Multiple regression analyses indicated 
that inconsistent discipline was associated with youth externalizing problem 
behavior. Sutton and her colleagues (1999) assessed 199 second and third 
graders and their parents regarding aggression at two different periods of time. 
Parents were questions about parental consistency with their child; in addition, 
parent and children completed surveys addressing aggression. SEM analyses 
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 revealed that parental inconsistent discipline predicted aggression at time 2 
indirectly through aggression at time 1.   
Inconsistent parental discipline also has been linked to youths’ 
internalizing behaviors, such as depressive symptoms (Dumka et al., 1997; Ge, 
Best, Conger, & Simons, 1996). Liliana and Lovacs (2005) also found that 
inconsistent discipline was associated with child fearfulness and child irritability. 
Gonzales, Pitts, and Hill (2000) sampled 97 fourth-grade children and their 
mothers. Children completed a subscale of the CRPBI on their mothers and 
fathers. Mothers completed a depression measure on their child. Path analyses 
revealed an association between inconsistent discipline and child depression. 
Interestingly, Lindahl and Malik (1999) found that significant conflict over 
childrearing was reported by fathers from families with a hierarchical parenting 
subsystem, and marital conflict also was associated with lax and inconsistent 
parenting. Interparental conflict may preoccupy parents such that they are less 
sensitive to their children's needs, and parents who are less able to agree on 
parenting issues are at risk for inconsistency in their disciplinary practices 
(Cowan, Cowan, Heming, & Miller, 1994; Fauber et al., 1990). By way of 
summary, harsh discipline and inconsistent discipline in childrearing appears to 
increase the risk for maladaptive outcomes, such as aggressive, antisocial, and 
depressed behavior in children.  
Psychological control. Barber, Olsen, and Shagle (1994) argue that all 
children require enough psychological autonomy for healthy development and 
that through their social interaction, children develop an understanding that they 
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 can be effective, competent individuals with a clear sense of personal identity. 
Psychological control refers to parents’ attempts to control the child in ways that 
negatively affect the child, impedes the development of their autonomy and self-
direction, and keeps the child emotionally dependent on the parent (Barber, 
1996; Pettit et al., 2001). Barber, Bean, and Erickson (2001) suggested that the 
origin of psychological control comes from the parents’ own intra psychic 
disturbances connected to their own developmental history. This disorder 
increases the parents’ needs to protect their own psychological power in the 
parent-child relationship. Parents do this by controlling the emotional boundaries 
between them and their child. The literature indicates that parents display 
intrusiveness, demandingness, hostility, and that they manipulate and constrain 
the child’s communication (Barber & Harmon, 2002). As a result, psychologically 
controlling behavior is thought to hinder the growth of psychological autonomy 
(Barber, 1996; Steinberg, 1990).  
 Research in this area has demonstrated that high levels of psychological 
control predict internalizing problems, such as depression, loneliness, and 
confusion (Barber, 1996; Eccles, Early, Frasier, Belansky, & McCarthy, 1997; 
Pettit et al., 2001). Doyle and Markiewcz (2004) surveyed 175 youth at two time 
periods regarding parenting practices (behavioral control, psychological control, 
and warmth) and youth adjustment. Hierarchical multiple linear regression 
analyses indicated that youth reports of parental psychological control at time 1 
was associated with increases in internalizing symptoms over time. Brennan, 
LeBrocque, and Hammen (2003) surveyed 816 fifteen year-olds in a cross-
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 sectional study regarding parent-child relations and adolescent adjustment. 
Logistic regression analyses revealed that youth reports of lower psychological 
control by the father, acted as a protective factor in relation to the effect of 
maternal depression on child outcomes.  
Studies of parent-adolescent interaction show that parents of depressed 
and/or anxious adolescents exhibit higher levels of psychological control 
compared to parents of nondiagnosed adolescents (Messer & Beidel, 1994; 
Siqueland, Kendall, & Steinberg, 1996). Garber et al. (1997) surveyed 240 
mothers and their early adolescent children using the CRPBI and interviewed 
mothers about the child’s depressive symptoms. Analyses indicated that 
maternal psychological control was positively associated with child depressive 
symptoms. Previous research has documented the positive relationship between 
parental psychological control and diminished self-confidence of adolescents 
(Conger, Conger, & Scaramella, 1997). Lower levels of positive self-esteem can 
result from the parent’s attempts to control the thoughts and feelings of their 
adolescent.  
 Although psychological control has consistently been found to relate with 
indicators of internalized youth problem behavior (see Barber, 1996), parents’ 
higher levels of psychological control also predict externalizing problems in youth 
(Galambos et al., 2003; Pettit et al., 2001). Rogers, Buchanan, and Winchell 
(2003) interviewed 306 sixth- and seventh-grade students, 287 mothers, and 115 
fathers regarding perception of parental psychological control using Barber’s 
(1996) Psychological Control scale. Cross-sectional findings revealed that father 
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 psychological control was associated with higher externalizing problem behavior 
in girls, but only when mothers also were perceived as high in psychological 
control. Longitudinal analyses indicated that higher psychological control at one 
time predicted higher externalizing one year later. Galambos et al. (2003) found 
that higher levels of psychological control by parents were related to adolescents’ 
higher levels of externalizing behavior problems but only when parents also 
reported higher behavior control. They reasoned that at times parents’ might 
resort to “all available means of control” in response to a misbehaving child.  
Pettit et al. (2001) gathered survey and interview data regarding 
monitoring and psychological control, using Barber’s Psychological Control 
Scale, from 440 mothers and their 13 year-old children. Youth behavior problems 
were assessed by mothers, teachers, and youth at age 8 and age 13. 
Hierarchical regression analyses indicated that harsh parenting preceded 
psychological control. Higher levels of psychological control were associated with 
more delinquent problems for girls. Pettit et al. (2001) speculated that some 
parents over manage their young adolescents, using high psychological and 
behavior control methods to prevent problem behavior. The combined effect of 
parents’ high psychological control and behavioral control were thought to have 
an overpowering influence, from which the adolescent escapes by engaging in 
externalizing behaviors. Overall, psychological control continues to be a useful 
construct in understanding troubled parent-child relationships, particularly with 
regards to internalizing child behavior problems.      
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 Lower parental acceptance. The concept of parental support has been a 
central defining feature in the parent-child literature over the last 70 years 
(Becker, 1964; Rollins & Thomas, 1979; Schaefer, 1965). Rollins and Thomas 
(1979) maintain that although the “parental support” variable has a variety of 
labels (e.g., acceptance, nurturance, warmth) in the literature, the constructs are 
similar. The general belief is that developing children need parental affection, 
acceptance, care, comfort, support, nurturance, or simply love. Becker (1964) 
used the classification of “love-oriented” techniques to describe one aspect of 
parental discipline. He suggested that both positive (praise and reasoning) and 
negative (isolation, showing disappointment, and withdrawing love) love-oriented 
parenting methods were correlated with internalized reactions on the part of the 
child. Today, although the variety of labels persist, research continues to address 
parents’ support of their child’s overall development, or the lack of support, as a 
correlate of child and youth adjustment.   
Research has demonstrated that lower levels of perceived acceptance by 
parents are associated with a number of internalized problem behaviors in 
children and adolescents (Fauber et al., 1990; Isley et al., 1999; Rothbaum & 
Weisz, 1994). Jones, Forehand, and Beach (2000) surveyed 21 females and 29 
males during adolescence and again later in early adulthood; their parents were 
also surveyed. Their study investigated the relationship of maternal and paternal 
parenting behavior (acceptance and firm control), using the acceptance scale 
from the CRPBI, during adolescence on four domains of early adult functioning 
(internalizing problems, externalizing problems, pro-social competence, and 
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 cognitive competence). Hierarchical multiple regression analyses indicated that 
higher levels of maternal acceptance during adolescence have been associated 
with lower levels of depression in young adulthood.  
Bosco and colleagues (2003) interviewed 150 biological mother-father-
adolescent triads to investigate adolescents’ perceptions of parents in relation to 
adolescents’ functioning. Regression analyses showed that daughters’ ratings of 
paternal acceptance and control, using the acceptance scale from the CRPBI, 
contributed significantly to the prediction of daughters’, but not sons’ internalizing 
behavior problem. Lower levels of paternal and maternal acceptance were 
associated with sons’ greater externalizing emotional/behavioral problems. 
Dumka et al. (1997) found that mothers’ lack of supportive behavior was 
associated positively with their child’s conduct disorder and depression. On the 
other hand, lower levels for parental acceptance have been linked to youth’s 
externalizing problem behavior (Galambos et al., 2003). 
Researchers have linked lower levels of parental acceptance with higher 
levels of externalized problem behaviors in adolescents, such as high levels of 
aggression (Fauber et al., 1990) and deliquency (Lober & Dishion, 1983; Simons, 
Robertson, & Downs, 1989). Doyle and Markiewcz (2004) surveyed 175 youth at 
two time periods regarding parenting practices (behavioral control, psychological 
control, and warmth) and youth adjustment. Hierarchical multiple linear 
regression analyses revealed that youth reports of low parental warmth at time 1 
were associated with increases in externalizing symptoms and decreases is self-
esteem over time.  
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 Tamrouti-Makkink and colleagues (2004) sampled 288 families consisting 
of two parents and two adolescents. Parents reported on adolescent 
externalizing problem behavior, and adolescents reported on parental warmth 
and coercive control. Hierarchical regression analyses showed that lower levels 
of paternal warmth were linked to externalizing behavior of older siblings in 
mixed-gender sibling pairs. A meta-analysis found psychological maladjustment 
in adolescents who reported low parental acceptance regardless of gender, race, 
or culture (Khaleque & Rohner, 2002). Taken together, lower parental 
acceptance has been associated directly with less social competence, higher 
levels of externalizing behaviors, and lower levels of overall adolescent well-
being (Demo & Acock, 1996; Hetherington, 1989; Rohner & Britner, 2002, 
Rohner & Cournoyer, 1994). 
Lower monitoring knowledge. Parental monitoring involves knowledge of 
the child’s whereabouts and activities (Laird, Pettit, Bates, & Dodge, 2003; Laird, 
Pettit, Dodge, & Bates, 2003). Although successful monitoring requires a 
willingness on the part of the child to provide information (Stattin & Kerr, 2000), 
parents can obtain information from a number of sources including shared 
activities with their children, conversations with teachers, and contact with other 
parents (Crouter, Helms-Erikson, Updegraff, & McHale, 1999). Some argue that 
monitoring may actually be a far more complex parenting skill consisting of 
components such as involvement (e.g., time spent with an adolescent), limit 
setting, consistent consequences, and gradual granting of autonomy. Whatever 
the case, when parents are aware of where an adolescent is spending his or her 
  53 
 time and with whom, deviant behavior is reduced (Forehand, Miller, Dutra, & 
Change, 1997). 
Active parental involvement in children’s lives has been associated with 
more positive academic and behavioral outcomes (for review see Dishion & 
McMahon, 1998; Steinberg, Lamborn, Dornbusch, & Darling, 1992). From their 
longitudinal data analysis, Pettit and Laird (2002) concluded that when there is 
little history of early behavior problem, monitoring is more effective in preventing 
later problems. However, as children display higher levels of behavioral 
maladjustment, parents tend to lessen the bonds of the parent-child relationship 
and at the same time decrease parental monitoring. Pettit, Bates, Dodge, and 
Meece (1999) found that adolescents most at risk for delinquent behavior are 
those whose parents are low in both involvement and monitoring. Pettit et al. 
(2001) gathered survey and interview data regarding monitoring and 
psychological control from 440 mothers and their 13 year-old children. Monitoring 
items came from a scale developed by Brown et al. (1993). Youth behavior 
problems were assessed by mothers, teachers, and youth at age 8 and age 13. 
Hierarchical regression analyses indicated that a proactive parenting style 
preceded monitoring. Additionally, parental monitoring was associated with fewer 
reports of children externalizing problem behavior.  
Stevens, Vollebergh, Pels, and Crijnen (2005) obtained 415 parent 
reports, 376 youth reports, and 238 teacher reports of youth externalizing 
problem behavior in an immigrant population. Parents completed proximal family 
(affection and monitoring) and contextual family (parent-child conflict and 
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 destructive communication) questionnaires. The monitoring items came from a 
scale developed by Brown et al. (1993). Multiple regression analyses revealed a 
relation between parental monitoring and externalizing problem behavior, with 
boys at higher risk of externalizing problems than girls. Rodgers and Rose (2002) 
surveyed 2,144 adolescents in seventh, ninth, and eleventh grade regarding 
support and monitoring during marital transition of their parents. Hierarchical 
regression analyses indicated that parental monitoring and attachments at school 
were negatively associated with externalizing problem behavior. Interestingly, 
lower levels of parental monitoring were associated with higher levels of 
externalizing for blended, divorced, and intact families.  
Thus, lower levels of monitoring (i.e., lack of monitoring knowledge) are 
thought to lead to increased externalized behaviors of youth, such as 
involvement with antisocial and delinquent peers (e.g., Dishion, Capaldi, 
Spracklen, & Li, 1995; Dishion, Nelson, & Kavanagh, 2003) or to increased 
susceptibility to antisocial peer pressure (e.g., Fridrich & Flannery, 1995), 
resulting in antisocial and delinquent behavior. Frick, Christian, and Wooton 
(1999) studied the relation between parenting practices and conduct problem 
behavior in a sample of 170 clinic-referred children and adolescent. Parenting 
practices were assessed using a multi-method (interview and questionnaires) 
and multi-informant (youth and parent) format. Analyses showed that lower levels 
of parental knowledge were associated with greater involvement in antisocial and 
delinquent behavior.   
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 Finally several studies have linked lower parental monitoring with greater 
use of tobacco, alcohol, and other drugs in adolescents (e.g., Barnes, Reifman, 
Farrell, & Dintcheff, 2000; Dishion et al., 1995; Flannery, Vaszonyi, Torquati, & 
Fridrich, 1994). Barnes et al. (2000) interviewed 522 adolescents over a six year 
period; Dishion et al. (1995) collected data from 206 youth, teachers, and 
parents, over a seven year time period using interviews, questionnaires, home 
observations, and videotaped tasks; and Flannery et al. (1994) surveyed 1170 
sixth and seventh graders. Researchers from each study reported an association 
between lower parental monitoring and increased substance abuse in 
adolescents. In review, monitoring knowledge is seen as parents’ efforts to adjust 
and manage children’s behavior through guidance and supervision. Although 
inadequate monitoring knowledge is thought to hinder development by the lack of 
guidance and supervision with the adolescent, psychological control is seen as 
inhibiting development through an intrusive use of parental control. 
In review, sporadic and/or harsh discipline, high psychological control, 
lower parental acceptance, and lower monitoring knowledge are important 
ineffective parenting behaviors to assess during the transition from childhood into 
adolescence. Ineffective parenting has been implicated consistently in the 
development of emotional and behavioral problems in children. In this study, a 
positive association between ineffective parenting behavior and young problem 
behavior is hypothesized. It is anticipated that fathers and mothers with more 
negative parenting behavior will increasingly experience negative child 
outcomes. Parents who are unable to facilitate psychological autonomy, provide 
  56 
 consistent, age appropriate discipline, adequate monitoring, warmth, and 
affection appear to hinder the adjustment of their children. 
Objectives of Study 
The purpose of this study is to determine whether two forms of work 
stress, work-family conflict and job dissatisfaction, are linked with parental self-
efficacy and parenting behavior among dual-income families. This population 
was selected because dual-income families are becoming a greater proportion of 
individuals in the workplace. What appears to be missing at this point is research 
that conceptualizes parental beliefs as a variable linking work stress and 
parenting behaviors. Because these links have not been established in previous 
research, these patterns will be examined empirically.  
Another reason that this study focuses on parents’ employment is 
because work experiences possibly shape parents’ interactions with their 
children. As such, also examined are the links among parental self-efficacy, 
ineffective parenting behaviors, and youth problem behavior. It is proposed that 
one of the reasons that spillover from work into family affects parenting is 
because of its potential to erode parenting self-efficacy. Any effort to understand 
better the experiences of parenthood requires the ability to assess factors 
affecting parents’ perceptions of their competence. The primary hypotheses of 
this study are as follows: 
1) Work-family conflict is correlated positively with job dissatisfaction. 
2) Work-family conflict and job dissatisfaction are associated negatively with 
parental self-efficacy. 
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 3) Parental self-efficacy is associated negatively with ineffective parenting 
behaviors. 
4) Ineffective parenting behavior is associated positively with internalizing 
and externalizing youth problem behaviors.  
Contributions  
The major contribution of this study is that it extends current theorizing 
and empirical evidence linking the effects of work stress, parental self-efficacy, 
ineffective parenting behavior, and youth problem behavior. Few studies provide 
all the evidence necessary for a model highlighting the notion that the 
determinants of parenting shape child rearing, which in turn has an effect on child 
development. In most cases only the first or last two links of a chain have been 
examined. To the author’s knowledge, no one has linked parental work stress to 
parental self-efficacy and parenting behavior.  
Bronfenbrenner (1995) asserts that including both parental beliefs and 
corresponding behaviors in a research design considerably enhances the 
explanatory power of a model. Although there is consistent evidence showing a 
link between work stress and ineffective parenting behavior, perceived self-
efficacy in parenting is theorized to be a pivotal factor in the success or lack of 
success in parenting behavior. This study aims to fill this gap by linking work 
stress and ineffective parenting behavior via parenting self-efficacy.    
Few studies of parental self-efficacy are conducted with normative 
populations (Belsky, 1984), especially parents of adolescents. Knowledge and 
theorizing about the determinants of parental self-efficacy tend to be extrapolated 
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 primarily from studies of young children. In addition, far more attention is devoted 
to studying the efficacy and parenting role of mothers than of fathers. This 
investigation addresses these issues. The current study includes a community 
based sample, measures the efficacy and parenting efforts of fathers as well as 
mothers, and includes youth impressions of parenting and personal 
developmental outcomes.  
This investigation focuses on youth transitioning from childhood into early 
adolescence. These relations were observed during early adolescence because 
it is at this period of time that multiple, interrelated physical, social, and cognitive 
changes occur. Stressful environments appear to influence individuals more 
strongly during periods of rapid development (Roberts & Corcoran, 2005). It is 
likely that during the increasing levels of behavioral autonomy that young people 
become vulnerable to the potential negative influence of parents, typically show 
an increase in some externalizing behaviors, and might first experience 
internalizing problems (Maggs, Almeida, & Galambos, 1995; Peterson, 1983). 
Thus, early adolescence might be an especially critical time to encounter the 
risks associated with poor parenting.  
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 CHAPTER 3 
Methods 
 The sample and data used for this study are from the first wave of a 
larger, ongoing longitudinal study designed to assess the impact of interparental 
conflict on adolescent development. That study is funded by a grant from the 
National Institute of Mental Health, and Dr. Cheryl Buehler is the primary 
investigator (Buehler, 2001, R01-MH59248).   
Sample 
Sample Characteristics 
Respondents in this study were drawn from a larger sample survey of 416 
families. Families were included in the general sample if there were no step-
children in or outside the home and the 6th grade youth was the biological child of 
both parents or was adopted by one or both parents at an early age. This sample 
of 416 families was representative of eligible two parent families in Knox County 
on parents’ educational attainment (Gerard, Buehler, Franck, & Anderson, 2005). 
The sample for these analyses consisted of husbands and wives from 297 
married couples and their 6th grade children from a county in the southeast area 
of the United States. In order to be included in this study, both parents needed to 
be working part or full time. Most fathers reported being employed full-time with 
280 (94%) working 30 or more hours a week. Nearly two-thirds (63% or 186) of 
mothers reported being employed full time and 111 (37%) working part-time (less 
than 30 hours a week). The medium education level was an associate degree, or 
two year of college, for mothers and a bachelor’s degree for fathers. Spouses 
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 were similar in terms of median age (husbands, 39 years: wives, 37 years). 
Ninety-four percent were Caucasian, 3% were African American, and 3% 
reported being American Indian, Asian, or another nationality. There were equal 
numbers of sons and daughters (149 and 148, respectively) with an average age 
of 11.86 years, SD = .69. The medium household income for dual-employed 
families was $70,000 (SD = 9.50) in 2001. 
This sample was compared to families in the same southeastern county 
and to families in the U. S. on demographic variables. Fewer mothers in the 
study worked full-time compared to mothers in the county (63% vs. 70%) and 
mothers nationally (63% vs. 71%; U.S. Census 2000, Table P47 of SF3). The 
educational attainment of fathers in the study differed from that of European 
American adults in the county who were older than 24 (county and national mean 
categories was some college, no degree; U.S. Census, 2000, Table P148A of 
SF3) for men and women. Compared to married-couple families, there were 
fewer African American families in the study compared to African American 
married-couple families in the same county (3% vs. 5%) and at the national level 
(3% vs. 8%; U.S Census 2000, Table PCT27 of SF4). For dual-employed 
families the median level of 2001 household income was slightly higher than the 
median 1999 income for European American families in the county ($65,500) and 
in the U.S ($69,500; U.S. Census, 2000, Table PCT115 of SF4).  
Sampling Procedures  
Upon obtaining approval from The University of Tennessee, Knoxville, 
Institutional Review Board and the Knox County School central Administration, 
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 participants were identified through the local public school system. Initially, sixth-
grade youth from 13 of the 14 middle schools in the county were given an 
invitation to participate in a school survey in the form of a letter during homeroom 
and were asked to return the signed parental consent. Homeroom teachers 
assisted in distributing and collecting permission forms. Two additional requests 
for youth to participate in the school survey were mailed to parents not 
responding to the school distribution. It is possible that children of parents not 
returning consent forms at all might come from home environments that are more 
chaotic and stressful. Additionally, the work stress of these non respondent dual-
earner parents might more prevalent. Interestingly, these families might have 
offered more variation to measures in this study. In any case, 3178 students 
(73%) of the youth/parent(s) returned the consent form and 2523 (79%) of these 
received parental permission to complete the school questionnaire. At an 
arranged time the youth completed the questionnaires in their school cafeteria 
under the supervision of trained project assistants. Upon completion, students 
received pizza and soda for their efforts. Ninety-three percent (2346) of the 
students with parental permission actually completed the school survey.  
Parents were asked to record their address, phone number, and marital 
status, in addition to giving consent for their child to participate in the school 
survey. Families meeting the sampling criteria of being married with the sixth 
grade child (biological or adopted) were then invited to take part in an additional 
four-year study assessing parent and youth interaction. Of the 1131 families who 
met the criteria, 416 (37%) participated in the larger study. The fact that nearly 
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 two-thirds of the eligible families chose not to participate in this study should be 
noted. If there were positive or negative patterns of behavior unique to those 
families, that information would have been valuable to obtain. For example, 
eligible parents that choose not to participate might have home environments 
that experienced higher levels of work stress, negative parental self-efficacy, or 
ineffective parenting, which in turn would effected youth problem behavior. 
However, the sample of families that choose to participate did closely represent 
families in the county and nation, which reduces that concern. Families with 
stepchildren in or out of the home were not invited to be part of this study. The 
sample was limited to married couples (biological or adopted parents of child) 
because this study is part of a larger project that is investigating the effects of 
marital conflict on the transition from childhood into adolescence. Although data 
were collected from a sample composed of 416 parents and their sixth grade 
child, only parents reporting work experience outside the home were selected for 
this study (n = 297).  
Data Collection  
In 2001, families were visited in their own homes by trained interviewers 
who followed standardized data collection procedures. Prior to the home visit, 
questionnaires were mailed to participants and requested to be completed 
independently by the time of the home visit. Completed questionnaires were 
sealed in envelopes to help maintain privacy. During the visit to the home, family 
members completed additional questionnaires that focused on family processes, 
individual family member characteristics, and demographic variables.  
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 Measurement 
Work Stress  
There were two measures used to assess work stress spillover: work-
family conflict and job dissatisfaction. Parents responded to an eight-item survey 
developed by Kopelman et al. (1983) that assessed the interference of work with 
family life. Sample items included: “My work schedule often conflicts with my 
family life,” and “My work takes up time I’d like to spend with family.” All items 
included response options on a 5-point Likert response scale from (1) strongly 
disagree  to (5) strongly agree. Cronbach’s alpha was .90 for mothers and .88 for 
fathers. A higher score indicated greater work stress. Kopelman and colleagues 
utilized two samples to assess normative and psychometric properties. The first 
sample was a group of 181 male alumni of an eastern technological college and 
a second group of 91 graduate and undergraduate students who were married 
and employed. Principle factor analyses were conducted with a mean factor 
loading of .61 and.65 respectively. Cronbach alpha coefficients were .70 for the 
first group and .89 for the second. Research by Pleck, Staines, and Lange (1980) 
based on the 1977 Quality of Employment Survey provided the substantive basis 
(content validity) for the work-family conflict scale. Three of the five articles 
examined in the literature review used this measure to assess work-family 
conflict. A complete list of items for each scale is in the Appendix. 
Parents’ job satisfaction (reverse coded) was assessed using seven items 
from three different measures. Two items were selected from the Work Spillover 
Scale (WSS) to measure work spillover into the home (Small & Riley, 1990). Two 
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 items were selected from the Home and Employment Role (HER) scale which 
assessed problems of interaction between the home and employment roles 
(Perry & Warr, 1980). Three items from the General Job Satisfaction subscale 
that is part of the Job Diagnostic Survey (JDS) were used to assess the degree 
to which the employee is satisfied and happy with the job (Hackman & Oldham, 
1975). Sample items included: “Generally speaking, I am very satisfied with my 
job,” and “I am generally satisfied with the kind of work I do in my job.” 
Respondents were asked to indicate their degree of agreement with items on a 
5-point response scale ranging from (1) strongly disagree to (5) strongly agree. 
Cronbachs’ alpha was .75 for fathers and .69 for mothers. A higher score 
indicated greater job dissatisfaction. Items were selected from three different 
scales in order to focus uniquely on the job satisfaction concept. Evidenced for 
construct validity was revealed as WSS covaried with an array of family and 
psychological indicators (Small & Riley, 1990). The authors of the HER scale 
report unique constructs and association with other measures (Perry & Warr, 
1980). Additionally, the analyses showed that the JDS variables measured relate 
to appropriate external criteria (Hackman & Oldham, 1975). Because this 
measure was comprised of three different scales, the literature review assessed 
other scales of job dissatisfaction. 
Parental Self-Efficacy  
Eight items were used from the Parent’s Self-Agency Measure (PSAM), a 
10-item general scale designed to measure parent’s confidence in his or her 
ability to act successfully in the parenting role (Dumka et al., 1996). A 
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 modification consisted of substituting the term “parent” for the word 
“father/mother.”  A 5-point Likert-type response format was used that ranged 
from (1) rarely to (5) always. Sample items included: “When things are going 
badly between this child and me, I keep trying until things begin to change,” and 
“I can solve most problems between this child and me.” Cronbach’s alpha was 
.79 for mothers and .85 for fathers. A higher score indicated greater parental 
efficacy. To evaluate psychometric properties, Dumka et al. (1996) assessed two 
samples: a group of 94 Spanish-speaking mothers and a group of 167 Spanish- 
and English-speaking families with fourth grade children. Results of the 
standardized solution showed good single-factor solutions for five-items for both 
the Anglo and Mexican immigrant groups. Coefficient alpha for the revised five-
item parent self-efficacy scale was .70 for the Anglo group and was .68 for the 
Mexican immigrant group. Evidence for construct validity of parental efficacy was 
provided through factor analysis and correlations in the expected directions with 
coping style and parenting practices (Dumka et al., 1996). Although only three of 
the nine articles examined in the literature review used Dumka et al. (1996) 
parental self-efficacy measure, five of the nine articles used general measures of 
parental self-efficacy, similar to Dumka et al. 
Parents’ perceptions of their work-stress spillover and parental self-
efficacy were measured as manifest variables at the item level with estimated 
error terms. Items that were highly skewed (over 2) or kurtotic (over 7) were 
eliminated. In an attempt to limit additional bias due to measurement error, 
confirmatory factor analyses of these items were performed using SEM. Items 
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 that did not load primarily on one factor with a loading of at least .30 or higher 
were eliminated (R.T. Ladd, personal communication, Fall, 2003). As a result, 
revised work-stress spillover and parental efficacy scales were computed based 
on factor analyses. The adjusted 6-item work-family conflict scale had a 
Cronbach’s alpha of .89 for mothers and .87 for fathers. The adjusted 4-item job 
satisfaction scale had a Cronbach’s alpha of .73 for mothers and .73 for fathers. 
The adjusted 5-item parental efficacy scale had a Cronbach’s alpha of .75 for 
mothers and .82 for fathers. Adjustments of Kopelman et al. (1983) work-family 
conflict scale have been used in the recent past. Modifications have included 
using either 4- (Casper, Martin, Buffardi, & Erdwins, 2002; Leiter & Durup, 1996) 
or 6-items (Beutell & Witting-Berman, 1999; Grandey & Cropanzano, 1999) from 
the work-family conflict scale. 
Ineffective Parenting Behavior  
Parenting behavior was operationalized as a latent construct measured by 
five indicators: youth reports of harsh parenting, inconsistent discipline, 
psychological control, monitoring knowledge, and parental acceptance. Harsh 
discipline was assessed by youth using eight items from the aggression subscale 
and physical assault subscale from the parent-child version of the Conflict Tactic 
Scale (CTS, Straus, Hamby, Finkelhor, Moore, & Runyan, (1998). The CTS is the 
most widely used instrument in research on family violence (see Straus & 
Hamby, 1997 for review), and evidence for discriminant and construct validity is 
demonstrated. Sample items included: “My mother swore or cursed at me,” and 
“My mother shouted, yelled, or screamed at me.“ The items response format was 
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 based on a 7-point scale ranging from (1) never happened to (7) not in the last 
year, but it did happen before. Cronbach’s alpha for youth reports of mothers was 
.72 and for fathers was .77. A higher score means greater harsh discipline. Of 
the five studies examined in the literature review two of them used the Conflict 
Tactics Scale to assess parental harshness. 
Inconsistent discipline. Eight items from the Children’s Report of Parental 
Behavior Inventory (CRPBI, Schaefer; 1965; Schludermann & Schludermann, 
1970) and the Inconsistent Discipline Scale (Scheck, Emerick & El-Assal, 1973) 
assessed youth perceptions of parents’ inconsistent behaviors. Dumka et al. 
(1997) reported adequate reliability and validity and significant relations with 
adolescent reports of depressive symptoms and problem behaviors with low-
income and Mexican American families. Sample items were: “My mother is a 
person who frequently changes rules I am supposed to follow,” and “My mother 
is a person who soon forgets a rule she has made.” The response format ranged 
from (1) not like me to (3) a lot like me. Cronbach’s alpha for youth report of 
mothers was .72 and for fathers was .73. A higher score means greater 
inconsistency. Three of the six articles examined in the literature review use the 
Inconsistent Discipline Scale from the CRPBI to assess parental inconsistency. 
Psychological control. Youth responded to eleven items that assess 
psychological control. Eight items came from the Psychological Control Scale 
(PSC, Barber, 1996) and three items were developed by Small (Bogenschneider 
et al., 1997). Evidence for the validity of the PSC is documented in previous 
research (see Barber, 1996). Sample items included: “My mother is a person 
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 who is always trying to change how I feel or think about things,” and “My mother 
is a person who will avoid looking at me when I have disappointed her.” The 
response format ranged from (1) not like me to (3) a lot like me. Cronbach’s 
alpha for youth report of mothers was .77 and for fathers was .74. A higher score 
indicated greater psychological control. Three of the six articles examined in the 
literature review use Barber’s Psychological Control Scale to assess parents’ 
psychological control. 
Lower parental acceptance. Youth reports of parental acceptance were 
measured using the 10-item acceptance subscale of the Children’s Report of 
Parental Behavior Inventory (CRPBI; Schaefer, 1965; Schludermann & 
Schludermann, 1970). Previous research has indicated that the CRPBI 
subscales demonstrate good construct, convergent, and discriminant validity (for 
review, see Jacob & Tennenbaum, 1988). Sample items were: “My mother is a 
person who makes me feel like the most important person in her life,” and “My 
mother is a person who make me feel better after talking over my worries with 
her.” The response format ranged from (1) not like me to (3) a lot like me. 
Cronbach’s alpha for youth report of mothers was .83 and youth report for fathers 
was .88. Items were scored so a higher score indicated higher parental 
acceptance. Of the five studies examined in the literature review, three used the 
acceptance subscale of the Children’s Report of Parental Behavior Inventory 
(CRPBI) to assess parental acceptance. 
Lower monitoring knowledge. Youth reports of parental monitoring 
knowledge were assessed using a 5-item measure (Brown et al., 1993). Barber 
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 (1996) reported adequate psychometric properties of the Brown et al., monitoring 
scale. Sample items include: “How much does your mother really know about 
who your friends are,” and “How much does your mother really know about what 
you do with your free time.” The responses ranged from (1) don’t know to (3) 
know a lot. Internal consistency for youth reports of mothers was .70 and youth 
report for fathers was .74. Items were scored so a higher score indicated higher 
monitoring knowledge. Three of the seven articles examined in the literature 
review use Brown et al. (1993) monitoring scale to assess parental monitoring 
behavior. 
Youth perceptions of parenting behavior were measured as manifest 
variables with estimated error terms. Items that were highly skewed (over 2) or 
kurtotic (over 7) were eliminated. In a further attempt to limit bias due to 
measurement error, confirmatory factor analyses of the parenting variables were 
performed using SEM. Items that did not load primarily on one factor with a 
loading of at least .30 or higher were eliminated. As a result, revised parenting 
behavior scales were computed based on factor analyses. The adjusted 5-item 
harsh discipline scale had a Cronbach’s alpha of .69 for youth reports of mothers 
and a .72 for youth reports of fathers. The adjusted 5-item inconsistent discipline 
scale had a Cronbach’s alpha of .67 for youth report of mothers and a .62 for 
youth reports of fathers. The adjusted 9-item psychological control scale had a 
Cronbach’s alpha of .74 for youth report of mothers and a .70 for youth reports of 
fathers. The adjusted 9-item parental acceptance scale had a Cronbach’s alpha 
of .82 for youth report of mothers and a .86 for youth reports of fathers. Finally, 
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 the adjusted 4-item monitoring knowledge scale had a Cronbach’s alpha of .63 
for youth report of mothers and a .63 for youth reports of fathers.  
Youth Problem Behavior  
Internalizing problems. Data gathered from parents, students, and the 
students’ teachers assess internalizing problem behavior. The Child Behavior 
Checklist (CBCL) that was used to measure these behaviors has adequate 
reliability and validity (Achenbach 1991). There were 30 items for youth self-
reports and 32 items for mothers, fathers, and teachers’ report on internalized 
youth problem behaviors scale. Sample items were: “I feel lonely,” and “I worry a 
lot.” The responses ranged from (0) not true to (2) very true. Cronbach’s alpha for 
internalized problem behavior was .87 for youth, .82 for mothers, .85 for fathers, 
and .87 for teachers. 
Externalizing problems. Data also were gathered from parents, students, 
and the students’ teachers to assess externalizing problem behavior using the 
CBCL. There were 30 items for youth self-reports and 32 items for mothers, 
fathers, and teachers’ report on youth problem behaviors scale. Sample items 
were: “I get in many fights,” and “I hang around with kids who get in trouble.” The 
responses ranged from (0) not true to (2) very true. Internal consistency for 
externalized problem behavior was .84, .87, .89 and .93 for youth, mothers, 
fathers, and teachers, respectively. Higher scores indicated higher levels of 
problem behavior. 
There is extensive evidence of both the reliability and the validity of the 
CBCL. It is the most commonly used assessment of children’s behavior problems 
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 (Achenbach, 1991). There is general agreement that data about adolescent’s 
problem behaviors should be based on multiple (e.g., parents, teachers, and self-
reports) informants (Hart, Lahey, Loeber, & Hanson, 1994; Lahey et al., 1996). 
Although research has been conducted on the iterrater reliability and validity of 
reports of adolescent problem behaviors (Achenbach, McConaughy, & Howell, 
1987), one of the challenges is the interrater agreement between different 
informants. Generally, by allowing the error components to correlate within 
informants (e.g., youth reports or internalizing and youth reports of externalizing 
problem behaviors), one can control for informant effects (Hinden, Compass, 
Howell, & Achenbach, 1997). That method will be employed in the following 
model analyses.    
Analytical Strategy 
Survey data were entered using electronic scanning procedures to 
minimize data entry error. A system from NCS converted raw data to SPSS save 
files. Some cleaning was required because of stray marks that resulted in blank 
codes. There was little missing data (Table 1). The missing data that did exist, 
however, were handled in a couple of ways. In order for each indicator to be 
computed, a respondent had to complete at least 75% of the individual items. For 
the variables that were computed, less than .4% of the data were missing (see 
Table 1). Missing data analyses indicated that data were missing at random. In 
the current study, missing data were handled using the standard option for full-
information maximum likelihood estimation computations found in the AMOS 
software (FIML, Acock, 2005; Wothke & Arbuckle, 1996).  
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 Table 1 
Missing Data by Indicator  
 
Variables     N %   
 
Work-Family Conflict – MR   0 0  
Work-Family Conflict – FR           0 0 
Job Dissatisfaction – MR   0 0 
Job Dissatisfaction – FR             0 0  
Parental Efficacy – MR   2   .7 
Parental Efficacy – FR   1   .3 
Harsh Discipline – YRMa   0 0 
Harsh Discipline – YRFa   0 0 
Inconsistent Discipline – YRMa  0 0 
Inconsistent Discipline – YRFa   0 0    
Psychological Control – YRMa  0 0 
Psychological Control – YRFa  0 0  
Acceptance – YRMa   0 0 
Acceptance – YRFa    0 0 
Knowledge – YRMa    0 0 
Knowledge – YRFa    1   .3  
Youth Internalizing  – YR   0 0 
Youth Internalizing  – MR      1    .3 
Youth Internalizing  – FR    1   .3 
Youth Internalizing  – TR    1   .3 
Youth Externalizing  – YR    0 0 
Youth Externalizing  – MR      1   .3 
Youth Externalizing  – FR      0 0 
Youth Externalizing  – TR    1   .3 
 
Note. aIneffective Parenting Behavior. Abbreviations refer to mother report (MR), 
father report (FR), youth report of mother (YRM), youth report of father (YRM), 
and teacher report (TR). N = 297 families. 
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 FIML is the recommended estimation method of choice. In FIML, the 
maximum likelihood function recognizes missing data and uses only the  
observable data to estimate models. When using FIML, tests of model fit and 
standard errors are computed, no cases are discarded, and there is no 
imputation of missing values (Wothke & Arbuckle, 1996). Traditionally, 
researchers have relied on listwise deletion and pairwise deletion procedures 
(Marsh, 1998). Listwise deletions use only those cases that are complete on all 
variables. Pairwise deletions use all available data by discarding cases on a 
variable by a variable basis. Enders and Bandalos  (2001) examined the 
performance of the above mentioned missing data methods in structural equation 
models and found that FIML estimations were superior across all conditions of 
their design. In addition, they found that FIML estimates were unbiased and more 
efficient than were the other methods. 
 Correlations were estimated for the indicators in the mother and father 
models. These correlations were used to assess the significance of relationships 
between the indicators within and between constructs. Relationships that are 
significant within constructs provide evidence for convergent validity, and 
relationships that are not significant between constructs provide evidence for 
discriminant validity. Taken together, these two assessments provide evidence 
for construct validity (Campbell & Fiske, 1959).   
 Analyses were performed using AMOS 5.0 structural equation modeling 
(SEM) software (SPSS Inc., Chicago, lL). An advantage of structural equation 
programs is the ability to estimate the parameters in a path model while 
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 correcting for the biasing effects of random measurement error (Byrne, 2001). 
SEM also assesses the fit of the whole model (measurement and structural). In 
the current study, two sets of analyses were performed with similar latent 
constructs (work-family conflict, job dissatisfaction, parental efficacy, ineffective 
parenting behaviors, and youth internalizing and externalizing problem 
behaviors): one set with mother’s work-stress spillover into mothers’ parenting 
and youth outcomes and one set with father’s work-stress spillover into fathers’ 
parenting and youth outcomes.  
In addition to the proposed model, three alternative hypotheses were 
tested. First, the moderating effects of youth gender were tested in the mother 
and father models. Second, work-family conflict and job dissatisfaction, as co-
varying predictors, were tested to assess the direct association between the 
independent (work-family conflict and job dissatisfaction) and dependent 
variables (internalized and externalized youth problem behavior). Finally, the 
indirect association between work-family conflict and job dissatisfaction and 
ineffective parenting behavior was tested.  
This study used a full measurement model and structural model to 
account for measurement error above and beyond a structural model. Further, 
assessing both the measurement and structural models provides a more 
thorough assessment of construct validity (Bentler, 1978). Standardized 
regression coefficients were computed for each structural path between 
constructs. Several indices were used to assess model fit. There is agreement 
that multiple indicators of fit should be examined depending on the context of the 
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 test (Hu & Bentler, 1999). The overall goodness of fit of the models was 
evaluated with the chi-square statistic (χ2), and indices of model fit included 
Bentler’s comparative fit index (CFI) and the root-mean-square error of 
approximation (RMSEA). The χ2 goodness-of-fit statistic assesses the magnitude 
of discrepancy between the sample and fitted covariance matrices (Hu & Bentler, 
1999). For a model to fit the data well, ideally the χ2 statistic would be non-
significant. However, when the sample size is large the χ2 statistic tends to be 
significant and this could lead to erroneous rejection of the model (Byrne, 2001). 
Therefore, additional indices were examined. The CFI reflects the degree to 
which the sample variance and covariance are reproduced by the hypothesized 
model structure (Hu & Bentler, 1999). The CFI values range from 0 to 1, and 
values above .90 indicate acceptable fit. Likewise, the root mean square error of 
approximation (RMSEA) ranges from 0 to infinity. Browne and Cudeck (1993) 
recommended that values of RMSEA less than .05 be considered as indicative of 
close fit, values in the range of .05 to .08 indicate fair fit, and that values greater 
than .10 indicate inadequate fit. 
Modeling Building 
Cross-sectional studies of attitude-behavior relationships are vulnerable to 
the inflation of correlations by common method variance (Lindell & Whitney, 
2001). Using a single-informant across constructs of family relationships is 
especially likely to create difficulties when respondents are asked to rate their 
own personal qualities and those of a family member (spouse, child) (Lorenz, 
Conger, Simon, Whitbeck, & Elder, 1991). Bank and colleagues (1990) argued 
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 that to minimize the biases in estimates of path coefficients produced by single 
sources of information, varied reporting agents are needed across and within 
constructs. In an effort to reduce the potential bias due to common method 
variance in the current study, different reporters were used whenever possible, 
across and within constructs in hopes of producing a non overlapping design 
(Bank, Dishion, Skinner, & Patterson, 1990). Thus, parent reports were used on 
the work stress and parental self-efficacy constructs, youth reports were used on 
the ineffective parenting construct, and youth, parent, and teacher reports were 
used on the youth problem behavior constructs.  
Studies that use reports of multiple sources can offer valuable information 
about the dynamic context surrounding adolescent development. Much of the 
adolescent risk research examining parental correlates of adolescent behavior 
has been based on adolescents’ perceptions of parent behaviors (i.e., 
monitoring, inconsistency; Cottrell et al., 2003). The endogenous variable youth 
problem behavior includes youth, parent, and teacher perceptions of problem 
behavior. In a further effort to reduce method variance, the mothers’ model will 
use youth, teacher, and father reports on youth problem behavior and the fathers’ 
model will use youth, teacher, and mother reports on youth problem behavior. 
Research on the CRPBI and similar scales has shown that the validity of ratings 
by a single knowledgeable informant (the parent or the adolescent) is 
considerably lower than the validity of multiple-rater scores (Schwarz, Barton-
Henry, & Pruzinsky, 1985). 
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 Because the major purpose of this study is to examine the extent to which 
parents’ perceptions of work stress spills over into parenting behavior via 
parental self-efficacy, this study will composite individual parenting measures into 
an endogenous latent construct composed of youth reports of ineffective 
parenting behaviors. Researchers have studied parent-child relationships 
through composite scales to assess holistic parenting practices (e.g., parent 
quality, positive parenting, proactive parenting, negative parenting, inept 
parenting, compromised parenting) on youth social-emotional maladjustment 
(Hammen, Shih, & Brennan, 2004; Simons, Chao, Conger, Elder, 2001; Simons, 
Simons, & Conger, 2004; Sloantaus, Leinonen, & Punamaki, 2004). Although, 
there is a rapidly growing body of research studying the unique effects of 
parenting behavior on youth problem behavior (Barber & Olsen, 1997; Bean, 
Bush, McKenry, & Wilson, 2003; Rogers, Buchanan, & Winchel, 2003), little is 
known about the mechanisms linking work stress, parental self-efficacy, 
parenting behavior, and youth problem behavior. To address these issues, this 
study will focus on the main effects linking work stress spillover to youth problem 
behavior using a composite latent construct of parenting. 
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 CHAPTER 4 
Results 
The results from the statistical analysis are presented in this chapter. Four 
sets of analyses will be presented. First, the descriptive characteristics of the 
sample are reported and the correlations among measures are described. Next, 
the overall fit for mother and father models are presented. Then, the statistical 
findings for the primary hypotheses are outlined for mothers and fathers. Finally, 
the statistical findings for the alternative hypotheses are presented for mothers 
and fathers. 
Descriptive Results 
 Descriptive statistics (Table 2) and correlations (Table 3) for all the study 
variables are presented for mothers and fathers. The correlations among 
indicators across constructs provided some preliminary evidence for the 
hypothesized model. In general, the correlations were in the expected direction, 
with work-family conflict correlating with job dissatisfaction for mothers and 
fathers. For fathers, work-family conflict and job dissatisfaction were correlated 
negatively with parental self-efficacy; however, for mothers, only work-family 
conflict was associated negatively with parental self-efficacy. Parental self-
efficacy was associated with all youth reports of parenting behavior for fathers 
and was associated with some of the youth reports of parenting behavior for 
mothers. In general, youth reports of parenting behavior were associated with 
youth, parent, and teacher reports of adolescent internalizing and externalizing 
problem behavior. Taken together, these correlations supported a more formal 
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Table 2 
Work-Family Conflict, Job Dissatisfaction, Parental Self-Efficacy, Ineffective 
Parenting Behavior, and Youth Problem Behavior: Descriptive Statistics (N = 297 
families) 
 
Variables    M     Median    Mode    SD    Range     Alpha 
 
Work-Family Conflict – MR  2.39  2.33   2.00     .88     1-5          .90  
Work-Family Conflict – FR    2.62  2.50   2.00     .79     1-5          .88      
Job Dissatisfaction – MR  2.33  2.25   2.25     .69     1-4.75      .69 
Job Dissatisfaction – FR   2.34  2.25   2.25     .63     1-4.75      .75 
Parental Self-Efficacy – MR 4.38  4.40   4.80     .45     2.80-5      .79 
Parental Self-Efficacy – FR  4.32  4.40   4.00     .49     2.20-5      .85  
Harsh Discipline – YRMa  1.04    .75     .00     .98     0-4.50      .69 
Harsh Discipline – YRFa    .83    .75     .00     .89     0-5.25      .72 
Inconsistent Discipline – YRMa 1.41  1.40   1.00     .38     1-3          .67 
Inconsistent Discipline – YRFa  1.28  1.20   1.00     .33     1-2.80      .62 
Psychological Control – YRMa 1.41  1.33   1.11     .35     1-3          .67  
Psychological Control – YRFa 1.32  1.22   1.00     .29     1-2.20      .62 
Acceptance – YRMa   2.74  2.89   3.00     .33     1-3          .82 
Acceptance – YRFa   2.58  2.67   3.00     .41     1-3          .86 
Knowledge – YRMa   2.75  3.00   3.00     .33     1.25-3      .63    
Knowledge – YRFa   2.67  2.67   3.00     .35     1.25-3      .63  
Youth Internalizing  – YR     .37    .33     .20     .24     0-1.40      .87 
Youth Internalizing  – MR     .24    .21       .10      .18     0-1.10      .82 
Youth Internalizing  – FR     .22    .17     .07      .20     0-1.21      .85  
Youth Internalizing  – TR     .11    .06     .00     .16     0-.97        .87      
Youth Externalizing  – YR     .33    .30     .33     .20     0-.91        .84 
Youth Externalizing  – MR    .27    .22       .16      .19     0-1.22       .87  
Youth Externalizing  – FR     .27    .19     .16     .20      0-1.19      .89  
Youth Externalizing  – TR     .11    .03     .00     .20     0-1.35      .93 
 
Note. aIneffective Parenting Behavior. Abbreviations refer to mother report (MR), 
father report (FR), youth report of mother (YRM), youth report of father (YRM), 
and teacher report (TR).  
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Table 3 
 
Work-Family Conflict, Job Dissatisfaction, Parental Self-Efficacy, Ineffective Parenting Behavior, and Youth 
Problem Behavior: Correlations (N = 297 families) 
 
Variables               1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9       10      11      12      13      14        
 
1.   Work-Family Conflict – PR      –    .41   -.18    .07    .05    .03   -.05   -.05    .09     .18     .10     .07     .17      .00 
2.   Job Dissatisfaction – PR       .25     –     -.29   .11    .13    .08   -.04   -.05    .03     .08     .02     .01     .06      .03 
3.   Parental Efficacy – PR         -.23  -.10      –    -.15  -.16   -.17     .23    .23   -.02     .22   -.14    -.06    -.39     -.31  
4.   Harsh Discipline – YRa          .01   .05   -.12      –     .14    .12   -.21   -.12    .19     .00     .11     .29     .12      .15 
5.   Inconsistent Disc. – YRa       .01    .03   -.04    .11      –     .57   -.21   -.19    .21     .08     .07     .32     .17      .08 
6.   Psychological Con. – YRa     .02    .09   -.02    .27    .54      –    -.20   -.23    .26     .07     .10     .30    .14      .15 
7.   Acceptance – YRa               -.10   -.06    .11   -.23   -.10   -.31      –     .47   -.08    -.10    -.08    -.07   -.19     -.16   
8.   Knowledge – YRa          -.08  -.03    .13   -.24   -.23   -.39    .37      –    -.09    -.14    -.04    -.12   -.13     -.09 
9.   Y. Internalizing  – YRb           .04   .05   -.04     .29    .36    .42   -.27   -.18     –       .19     .20     .50     .03      .04 
10. Y. Internalizing  – PRb           .00   .01   -.17     .12    .08    .10   -.10   -.11    .20     –        .14     .14     .53      .09 
11. Y. Internalizing  – TRb           .08   .04   -.07     .15    .07    .15   -.14   -.12    .20    .27       –       .08     .20      .27 
12. Y. Externalizing  – YRc          .07   .00   -.05     .37    .36    .41   -.17   -.36    .50    .08      .08       –      .27      .16 
13. Y. Externalizing  – PRc          .05   .01   -.38     .25    .09    .12   -.16   -.20    .02    .50      .24     .24       –       .44  
14. Y. Externalizing  – TRc          .01   .04   -.16     .22    .06    .14   -.15   -.22    .04    .13      .27     .16     .44        –  
 
Note. Coefficents above the diagonal are for fathers, those below the diagonal are for mothers. Bolded correlations 
are significant at p < .05. Indicators for latent variable: aIneffective Parenting Behavior; bYouth Internalizing Problem 
Behavior; cYouth Externalizing Problem Behavior. Abbreviations refer to youth report (YR), parent report (PR), and 
teacher report (TR).
 
test of the proposed theoretical model. 
For the most part, correlations between measures within constructs were 
higher than those across constructs. For example, the correlations among the 
indicators for youth reports of mothers’ ineffective parenting behavior ranged 
from -.10 (acceptance and inconsistent discipline) to .54 (psychological control 
and inconsistent discipline). The correlations among the indicators for youth 
reports of fathers’ ineffective parenting behaviors ranged from .12 (harsh 
discipline and psychological control) to .57 (psychological control and 
inconsistent discipline), indicating adequate construct validity for the various 
latent constructs. In addition, correlations among indicators for different reporters 
within the same construct were generally higher than were those across 
constructs. For example, the correlations among the indicators for youth problem 
behavior on the lower diagonal were .24 and .44 for the youth and parent reports 
of externalizing problem behavior, respectively. In sum, the correlations among 
indicators across constructs provided some preliminary evidence for the 
hypothesized model.  
The following analyses consist of the overall fit for the mother and father 
models, the primary hypotheses that were proposed in the initial theoretical 
model (Figure 1) presented earlier in this paper, and the alternative hypotheses 
that were developed as a result of data analyses. All associations were tested 
simultaneously in the model for mothers and fathers. For clarity of presentation, 
overall model fit will be presented first, followed by the primary hypothesized 
findings, and then conclude with the alternative hypothesized findings.  
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Fathers. The overall model fit was adequate [χ2 = 438.70 (277), p > .001, 
CFI = .93, RMSEA = .04]. Factor loadings for each construct were adequate and 
statistically significant (Figure 3). This included estimating error covariances 
between the following error terms: items 1 and 7 (.36), items 1 and 8 (.24), items 
3 and 4 (.46), and items 5 and 6 (.26) from the work-family conflict construct; 
youth reports of inconsistent discipline and psychological control (.51); and youth 
reports of internalizing and externalizing (.55), teacher reports of internalizing and 
externalizing (.22), and mother reports of internalizing and externalizing (.64). 
The model linking work stress, parental self-efficacy, and ineffective parenting 
behavior accounted for 35% of the variance in youth internalizing problem 
behavior and 38% in youth externalizing problem behavior.  
Mothers. The overall model fit was adequate [χ2 = 462.72 (277), p > .001, 
CFI = .92, RMSEA = .05]. Factor loadings for each construct were adequate and 
statistically significant (Figure 2). This included estimating error covariances 
between the following error terms: items 1 and 7 (.35), items 1 and 8 (.39), items 
3 and 4 (.46), and items 5 and 6 (.40) from the work-family conflict construct; 
youth reports of inconsistent discipline and psychological control (.46); and youth 
reports of internalizing and externalizing (.53), teacher reports of internalizing and 
externalizing (.22), and father reports of internalizing and externalizing (.60). The 
model linking work stress, parental self-efficacy, and ineffective parenting 
behavior accounted for 39% of the variance in youth internalizing problem 
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Figure 2. Model linking mothers’ work stress, parental self-efficacy, ineffective parenting behavior, and youth 
problem behavior. N = 297; χ2 = 462.72 (277), p > .001, CFI = .92, RMSEA = .05. Nonsignificant coefficients are 
indicated by dotted lines. Abbreviations refer to harsh discipline (HD); inconsistent discipline (INC); psychological 
control (PC); parental acceptance (AC); monitoring knowledge (MK); youth report (YR); teacher report (TR); father 
report (MR). 
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Figure 3. Model linking fathers’ work stress, parental self-efficacy, ineffective parenting behavior, and youth 
problem behavior. N = 297; χ2 = 438.70 (277), p > .001, CFI = .93, RMSEA = .04. Nonsignificant coefficients are 
indicated by dotted lines. Abbreviations refer to harsh discipline (HD); inconsistent discipline (INC); psychological 
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 Mothers. Hypothesis 2 was examined next, predicting that work-family 
conflict and job dissatisfaction are associated with parental self-efficacy. The 
model examined conjointly, work-family conflict and job dissatisfaction, and their  
Work-Family Conflict and Job Dissatisfaction is Associated Negatively with 
Parental Self-Efficacy  
Fathers. Hypothesis 1 also was supported for fathers (Figure 3). In this 
model, work-family conflict was related significantly and positively correlated to 
job dissatisfaction (r = .49, p = < .001).  
Mothers. Hypothesis 1, predicting that work-family conflict was correlated 
positively with job dissatisfaction, was supported (Figure 2). In this model, work-
family conflict was related significantly and positively correlated to job 
dissatisfaction (r = .32, p = < .001).  
Work-Family Conflict is Correlated Positively with Job Dissatisfaction 
Although all associations were tested simultaneously in the model for 
mothers and fathers, the primary hypothesized findings are the primary focus of 
this paper (Figure 4). This section will report findings on the following primary 
hypothesized associations: a) work-family conflict and job dissatisfaction; b) 
work-family conflict, job dissatisfaction, and parental self-efficacy; c) parental 
self-efficacy and ineffective parenting behavior; and d) ineffective parenting 
behavior and youth internalizing and externalizing problem behavior. 
Primary Hypotheses 
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Figure 4. Primary hypothesized paths of mother and father models. The association between: (a) work-family 
conflict and job dissatisfaction; (b) work-family conflict, job dissatisfaction, and parental self-efficacy; (c) parental 
self-efficacy and ineffective parenting behavior; and (d) ineffective parenting behavior and youth internalizing and 
externalizing problem behavior. 
  Work-Family 
      Conflict 
        Job 
Dissatisfaction 
 Parental Self- 
    Efficacy
    Ineffective  




     Knowledge 
   Inconsistent   
      Discipline 
 Psychological 
       Control 
        Lower  
     Acceptance 
        Harsh  
      Discipline 
   d 
 Internalizing 




    b 
  a 
direct effects on parental self-efficacy (Figure 2). In this model, when controlling 
for the effects of job dissatisfaction, there was a statistically significant negative 
relationship between work-family conflict and parental self-efficacy (β = -.25, p = 
.002). When controlling for the effects of work-family conflict, there was not a 
relationship between job dissatisfaction and parental efficacy (β = -.05, p = .55). 
There was partial support for this hypothesis. 
  Fathers. Hypothesis 2 was partially supported for fathers (Figure 3). In this 
model, when controlling for the effects of job dissatisfaction, there was not a 
relationship between work-family conflict and parental self-efficacy (β = -.07, p = 
.38). When controlling for the effects of work-family conflict, there was a 
statistically significant relationship between job dissatisfaction and parental self-
efficacy (β = -.31, p > .001). 
Parental Self-Efficacy is Associated Negatively with Ineffective Parenting 
Behavior 
Mothers. Hypothesis 3 was examined next. It was predicted that there is a 
negative association between parental self-efficacy and ineffective parenting 
behaviors (Figure 2). There was a statistically significant negative relationship 
between mothers’ reports of parental efficacy and youth reports of ineffective 
parenting behavior (β = -.18, p = .05). This hypothesis was supported. 
Fathers. Hypothesis 3 also was supported for fathers. This model tested 
the effects of the relationship between parental efficacy and ineffective parenting 
behavior (Figure 3). There was a statistically significant negative relationship 
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between parental self-efficacy and youth reports of ineffective parenting behavior 
(β = -.42, p > .001). 
Ineffective Parenting Behaviors is Associated Positively with Internalizing and 
Externalizing Youth Problem Behavior  
Mothers. Hypothesis 4 was examined last: youth perception of ineffective 
parenting behavior is associated positively to internalizing and externalizing 
youth problem behaviors. As predicted, ineffective parenting behavior was 
related significantly and positively to both youth internalizing (β = .61, p > .001) 
and externalizing (β = .52, p > .001) problem behavior. This hypothesis was 
supported. 
Fathers. Hypothesis 4 was supported for fathers. Ineffective parenting 
behavior was related significantly and positively to both youth internalizing (β = 
.33, p = .04) and externalizing (β = .22, p = .04) problem behavior.  
In sum, hypotheses 1, 3, and 4 are supported. For mothers and fathers, 
work-family conflict and job dissatisfaction are correlated positively, parental 
efficacy was associated with ineffective parenting behavior, and ineffective 
parenting behavior was associated with internalizing and externalizing youth 
problem behavior. There was partial support for hypothesis 2. For mothers work-
family conflict was related significantly to parental self-efficacy; however, job 
dissatisfaction was not related to parental self-efficacy. For fathers job 
dissatisfaction was related significantly to parental self-efficacy; however, work-
family conflict was not related to parental self-efficacy.   
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Alternative Hypotheses 
 Although the primary hypothesized findings are the major focus of this 
study, upon further review of the mother and father models testing all 
associations simultaneously, a decision was made to consider additional 
findings. This section will report findings on the alternative hypotheses 
investigated while analyzing the data (Figures 2 and 3). First, the moderating 
effect of youth gender was considered. Next, the effect of work stress on youth 
problem behavior was examined. Finally, the effect of work stress on ineffective 
parenting behavior was examined.  
Moderating Effects of Youth Gender   
Mothers. Models were tested for moderating effects of youth gender. 
Using SEM to test for group differences, two models are compared. In the first 
model, all parameters for the two groups (sons and daughters) were constrained 
to be equal. The fully constrained model was χ2 = 232.80 (100), p = .000. In the 
second model, the factor loadings for the two groups were allowed to vary. The 
two models differed statistically [Δ χ2 = 36.42 (22), p = .03], indicating that there 
were significant differences in the measurements of those who reported on the 
mothers of sons and those who reported on the mothers of daughters on the 
latent constructs. Critical ratios comparing the two groups were considered 
significant when exceeding 1.96, p = .05. Significant difference in the two groups 
included item 4 of job dissatisfaction (-2.06), teacher reports of youth internalizing 
(-2.01), and youth reports of externalizing (2.80). Unstandardized factor loadings, 
standardized factor loadings, and critical ratios for sons and daughters are  
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reported in Table 4. The structural paths for the two groups were not compared, 
given that the assumption of equal measurement models was violated (R.T. 
Ladd, personal communication, Fall, 2003). 
Fathers. Models were tested for moderating effects of youth gender. Using 
SEM to test for group differences, two models were compared. In the first model, 
all parameters for the two groups (sons and daughters) were constrained to be 
equal. The fully constrained model was χ2 = 231.14 (100), p = .000. In the 
second model, the factor loadings for the two groups were allowed to vary. The 
two models differed statistically [Δ χ2 = 39.27 (22), p = .01], indicating that there 
were significant differences in the measurements of those who reported on the 
fathers of sons and those who reported on the fathers of daughters on the latent 
constructs. Critical ratios comparing the two groups were considered significant 
when exceeding 1.96, p = .05. Significant differences in the two groups included 
item 4 (2.23) and item 6 (2.09) of work-family conflict, and item 4 of job 
dissatisfaction (-2.45). Unstandardized factor loadings, standardized factor 
loadings, and critical ratios for sons and daughters are reported in Table 5. The 
structural paths for the two groups were not compared, given that the assumption 
of equal measurement models was violated. 
Work stress and Youth Problem Behavior 
Mothers. Direct pathways were examined first. Work-family conflict and 
job dissatisfaction were examined and their direct effect on internalizing and 
externalizing problem behavior (paths labeled “a” in Figure 5). When controlling 
for the other paths in the model, there was no significant relationship between 
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Table 4 
Unstandardized Factor Loadings, Standardized Factor Loadings, and Critical 
Ratios for Mothers’ Youth Gender Moderator (N = 297).    
             
     Sons (n = 149)    Daughters (n = 148) 
 
Constructs Unstandard   Standard   Unstandard  Standard   Critical Ratios
W-F Conflict 
Item 1    .65   .61    .86   .62     .15 
Item 2    .80   .79    .94   .84   1.41 
Item 3    .73   .67    .84   .70     .51 
Item 4    .76   .72    .79     .76     .72 
Item 5    .74   .67    .95   .75   1.67 
Item 6    .65   .64    .67   .74   1.80 
Job Dissat. 
Item 1    .60   .65    .79   .75   1.81 
Item 2    .74   .88    .74   .89     .08 
Item 3    .44   .40    .34   .32    -.81 
Item 4    .62   .77    .46   .66  -2.06* 
Parent S-E 
Item 1  1.90   .81  1.61   .76  -1.31 
Item 2  1.36   .69  1.22   .65    -.69 
Item 3     -   .53     -   .53       - 
Item 4    .94   .57  1.07   .62     .65 
Item 5    .92   .46    .86   .44    -.21 
Ineffective Par. 
Harsh D.    -   .47     -   .47      -  
Incon. D.   .26   .32    .27   .33     .08 
Psych C.   .49   .64    .42   .57    -.81 
Low Acc.  -.35  -.50   -.44  -.59  -1.04 
Low Mon.  -.37  -.55   -.48  -.65  -1.29 
Y. Internalizing    
YR  1.44   .53  1.39   .51    -.16  
TR  1.08   .56    .56   .33  -2.01* 
FR     -   .46     -   .46      - 
Y. Externalizing 
YR    .49   .35    .97   .59   2.80* 
TR    .68   .46    .85   .57     .99 
FR     -   .69     -   .68      - 
             
Note: Missing figures were variables set to one when executing SEM. 
Abbreviations refer to youth report (YR), teacher report (TR), and father report 
(FR). *p < .05.  
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Table 5 
Unstandardized Factor Loadings, Standardized Factor Loadings, and Critical 
Ratios for Fathers’ Youth Gender Moderator (N = 297).    
                  
    Sons (n = 149)    Daughters (n = 148) 
 
Constructs Unstandard  Standard   Unstandard  Standard   Critical Ratios      
W-F Conflict 
Item 1    .76   .66   .58   .56  -1.43 
Item 2    .73   .76   .83   .80   1.04 
Item 3    .49   .51   .64   .61   1.30 
Item 4    .54   .59   .79   .72   2.23*   
Item 5    .71   .68   .87   .75   1.39 
Item 6    .67    .75   .87   .83   2.09* 
Job Dissat. 
Item 1    .65   .71   .51   .62  -1.50 
Item 2    .62   .82   .60   .78    -.17 
Item 3    .50   .46   .46  .43    -.27 
Item 4    .52   .73   .34   .58  -2.45* 
Parent S-E 
Item 1  1.36   .71   1.53   .75     .86 
Item 2  1.36   .82   1.45   .83     .57 
Item 3     -   .62      -   .62      - 
Item 4  1.16   .71     .93   .62  -1.35 
Item 5  1.22   .64     .98   .56  -1.18 
Ineffective Par. 
Harsh D.    -   .30      -   .30      - 
Incon. D.   .41   .33     .39   .31    -.15 
Psych C.   .39   .36     .36   .33    -.27 
Low Acc.  -.99  -.69  -1.26  -.77  -1.52 
Low Mon.  -.86  -.64    -.74  -.58     .75 
Y. Internalizing  
YR  1.04   .33   1.26   .39     .51 
TR    .98   .45     .54   .27  -1.33 
MR     -   .42      -   .42      - 
Y. Externalizing 
YR    .43   .29     .70   .44   1.58 
TR    .71   .52     .99   .65   1.67 
MR     -   .72      -   .72      - 
              
Note: Missing figures were variables set to one when executing SEM. 
Abbreviations refer to youth report (YR), teacher report (TR), and mother report 
(MR). *p < .05.  
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Figure 5. Alternative hypothesized paths of mother and father models. The association between: (a) work-family 
conflict and youth internalizing and externalizing problem behavior; (b) job dissatisfaction and youth internalizing 
and externalizing problem behavior; (c) work-family conflict and ineffective parenting behavior; and (d) job 
dissatisfaction and ineffective parenting behavior. 
 
work-family conflict and youth internalizing (β = -.07, p = .46) and externalizing (β 
= .09, p = .27) problem behavior (Figure 2). Furthermore, when controlling for the 
other paths in the model (paths labeled “b” in Figure 5), there was no significant 
relationship between job dissatisfaction and youth internalizing (β = -.05, p = .57) 
and externalizing (β = -.08, p = .28) problem behavior.  
Fathers. The direct effect of work-family conflict and job dissatisfaction on 
internalizing and externalizing problem behavior also was examined for fathers 
(paths labeled “a” in Figure 5). When controlling for the other paths in the model, 
there was a statistically significant relationship between work-family conflict and 
youth internalizing (β = .32, p = .02); however, there was not a statistically 
significant relationship between work-family conflict and youth externalizing (β = 
.16, p = .17) problem behavior (Figure 3). Furthermore, when controlling for the 
other paths in the model (paths labeled “b” in Figure 5), there was no significant 
relationship between job dissatisfaction and youth internalizing (β = -.10, p = .47) 
and externalizing (β = -.16, p = .09) problem behavior. 
Work Stress and Ineffective Parenting Behavior 
Mothers. Work-family conflict and job dissatisfaction were examined and 
their unique effect on ineffective parenting behavior (path labeled “c” in Figure 5). 
When controlling for the other paths in the model, there was no significant 
relationship between work-family conflict and ineffective parenting (β = -.01, p = 
.92) behavior (Figure 2). Furthermore, when controlling for the other paths in the 
model (path labeled “d” in Figure 5), there was no significant relationship 
between job dissatisfaction and ineffective parental behavior (β = .09, p = .30).  
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Fathers. The indirect effect of work-family conflict and job dissatisfaction 
on ineffective parenting behavior was next examined (path labeled “c” in Figure 
5). When controlling for the other paths in the model, there was no significant 
relationship between work-family conflict and ineffective parenting (β = -.11, p = 
.24) behavior (Figure 3). Furthermore, when controlling for the other paths in the 
model (path labeled “d” in Figure 5), there was no significant relationship 
between job dissatisfaction and ineffective parental behavior (β = .00, p = .97).  
In sum, regarding the moderating effects of youth gender, because of 
measurement differences between the mothers of sons and the mothers of 
daughters and measurement differences between the fathers of sons and the 
fathers of daughters, the assumption of equal measurement models was violated 
and no further tests were executed. There were no associations between work 
stress and youth problem behavior for mothers. However, regarding fathers’ work 
stress, work-family conflict was positively associated with internalizing youth 
problem behavior. Finally, there was no association between work stress and 
ineffective parenting behavior for mothers and fathers.  




This study examined the linkage between work-stress, parental self-
efficacy, ineffective parenting behavior, and early adolescent problem behavior. 
A main finding in this sample of employed parents was that work stress had 
spillover effects on family life. The data presented was generally supportive of 
the model that was hypothesized (Figure 1). The results of this study provide 
general support for the two assumptions underlying this and similar research 
(e.g. Barling, 1990, 1994), namely that work experience (i.e. work-family conflict, 
job dissatisfaction) is a critical variable in understanding the link between work 
and family; and any effects of work role experience on family functioning (i.e. 
youth outcomes) are primarily indirect.  
The three important findings revealed in the current study are as follows: 
(a) the linkage between work stress and early adolescent problem behavior can 
be explained by parental self-efficacy and ineffective parenting behavior; (b) 
different sources of work stress (mothers’ work-family conflict and fathers’ job 
dissatisfaction) are linked to mothers’ and fathers’ parental self-efficacy; and (c) 
mothers’ parental self-efficacy has a direct effect on externalizing youth problem 
behavior and fathers’ parental self-efficacy has direct effects on internalizing and 
externalizing youth problem behavior. Each of these findings will be discussed.   
The main finding in this sample of employed parents was that work stress 
had spillover effects onto youth problem behavior. This finding is consistent with 
earlier studies, in that daily work experience tends to impact negatively adult 
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competency, which in turn, shape parents’ interactions with their youth (Crouter & 
Bumpus, 2001; Galambos, Sears, Almeida, & Kolaric, 1995). However, no 
previous research studies have examined relations among work stress, parental 
self-efficacy, ineffective parenting behavior, and youth problem behavior. The 
results suggest that parental self-efficacy is a salient linking construct in the 
hypothesized model. Work stress is associated with ineffective parenting 
behavior indirectly by eroding parental self-efficacy.  
One possible reason this erosion takes place might be found in learning 
more about dual-earner couples and how the workplace affects their well-being 
as parents. This lifestyle often generates stresses and strains at home for 
couples juggling multiple demands. One effect of this now normative 
arrangement is that dual-earner couples are more likely to experience higher 
levels of spillover (i.e., levels of stress, work-family conflict and overload) than 
single-career couples (Elloy & Smith, 2003). When one or both members of a 
couple experience negative work attitudes and behaviors (e.g., psychological 
mood, work overload, burnout) and then carries those negative attitudes and 
behaviors over to the family; feelings of frustration, anger, and disappointment 
from work can lead to greater irritability, impatience, or power assertion with 
children at home. If both parents experience work related stress and strain, they 
might feel less able to effectively handle the additional demands entailed in 
family life roles. From the spillover perspective, as parents experience stress and 
strain in the workplace, they are vulnerable to higher levels of tension, irritability 
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and fatigue in the home and may demonstrate less conviction in the form of time, 
energy, and attention to parenting. 
A substantial body of research (see Bandura, 1986) demonstrates that 
people will undertake activities, expend effort, and persist in activities they 
believe they have the capability to handle. On the other hand, they will lessen, 
give up on, or avoid altogether, activities perceived as beyond their coping 
capacity, independent of actual underlying skills level. For example, parents with 
lower self-efficacy have greater perceptions of child difficulties (Halpern, Anders, 
Garcia-Coll, & Hua, 1994), demonstrate more negative affect, and use more 
punitive disciplinary strategies (Bugental & Cortez, 1988; Bugental & Shennum, 
1984). 
Conviction in one’s effectiveness determines whether parents will even try 
in what they perceive to be a difficult situation. These data suggest that higher 
levels of work stress (i.e., work-family conflict or job dissatisfaction) can drain 
parents’ confidence, persuading them that they cannot influence or control 
aspects of their lives that they value. Some aspects of this sense of helplessness 
and demoralization spill over into their childrearing realm, undermining their 
beliefs that they can parent effectively. In addition to the perception of the 
conditions in given situations, self-efficacy beliefs also include a blending of the 
knowledge of the particular behaviors. As such, parents’ sense of conviction 
might be lessened because of work stress, and they also might struggle to put 
their knowledge of effective parenting skills into action.  
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This orientation generally manifests itself as negative work attitudes 
carrying over into parenting behavior (Crouter, Bumpus, Maguire, & McHale, 
1999, Stewart & Barling, 1996). When one or both parents’ work stress continues 
to persist, it heightens parents’ levels of emotional arousal, increases 
preoccupation with self, and lessens their persistence in parenting (Grusec, 
Hastings, & Mammone, 1994). This characterization is consistent with Bandura’s 
(1982) general conceptualization of self-efficacy that asserts that when 
confronted with stress, individuals lower their estimations of personal efficacy 
and tend to give in more easily, based on deficient success expectations and 
internalized perceptions of failure.      
An extension on this line of reasoning provides further insight. In social 
cognitive theory, perceived self-efficacy is the focal mechanism in human agency 
(Bandura, 1997). Bandura linked personal efficacy to human agency, which he 
defines as acts done intentionally that reflect an individual's perception that they 
are exercising influence over what they do. Thoughts of personal self-efficacy, 
considered the main facets of human agency, are the beliefs that what the 
person does will produce the intended outcomes. When parental self-efficacy, 
conviction, and confidence diminishes, then it is less likely that effective 
parenting knowledge and skills will follow, resulting in parents implementing less 
effective parenting behaviors (Coleman & Karraker, 1998).  
If parents’ work stress lowers parental self-efficacy, they might struggle to 
use effective parenting strategies and give up easily when challenges arise, 
which in turn may confirm their beliefs of low efficacy. Theory suggests that 
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parental self-efficacy is a major factor in determining which behaviors a parent 
will attempt and the subsequent coping efforts and persistence a parent will 
demonstrate in the face of adversity (Bandura, 1977). It also might be expected 
that parental behaviors and consequent successes or failures contribute to 
feedback loops that impact parental self-efficacy (Jones & Prinz, 2005). With 
work stress as the trigger, stress spills over into the family realm diminishing 
parental self-efficacy. As parental self-efficacy lessens, effective parenting 
behavior then diminishes, which over time, reinforces lower parental self-efficacy. 
As parents believe they are less able to produce a desired outcome through their 
actions, their incentive to act or to persevere in the face of difficulties dwindles. 
Overall, this suggests a transactional rather than unidirectional relationship in 
which each factor impacts the other over time, or at least that parental self-
efficacy functions as both an antecedent and a consequence (Jones & Prinz, 
2005).  
A final interpretation also can be offered. Problems may arise when 
individuals hold roles for which they have no prior experience and for which no 
socially prescribed norms exist to direct role-related behavior (Stryker & Statham, 
1985). Such circumstances frequently exist during the transition to two employed 
parents. Many employed mothers and fathers are faced with the task of 
redefining their parental roles while simultaneously defining their roles as a dual-
working couple. For dual-earner parents, the lack of prescribed role definitions 
often requires that parents construct their own parental role descriptions, in part 
based on their unique perceptions of interactions that occur throughout the work-
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parenting process and in part based on the responses they receive from others 
during these interactions. When unsuccessful, this process results in a lack of 
shared understanding of their respective parental roles which also could diminish 
parental self-efficacy and increase ineffective parenting behavior. If shared 
parental role definitions are not established, then behavioral expectations may be 
ambiguous, negatively impacting their abilities to enact their parental roles (Klein 
& White, 1996; Stryker & Statham, 1985). 
A second important finding in this study was that different sources of work 
stress influenced parental self-efficacy. Based on these data, parent perceptions 
of work stress, mothers’ work-family conflict and fathers’ job dissatisfaction, 
emerged as potentially harmful to parental self-efficacy, which turn in, influenced 
parenting and youth problem behavior. Because these differences warrant further 
consideration, a discussion of mothers’ work-family conflict and parental self-
efficacy will first be addressed, followed by a discussion of fathers’ job 
dissatisfaction and parental self-efficacy. 
As the proportion of women with children in the workforce increases, the 
conflict between the demands of work and family also has been on the rise 
(Gutek, Searle, & Klepa, 1991; MacEwen & Barling, 1994), with women usually 
reporting that they feel more conflict than men (Cinamon & Rich 2002). 
Consistent with some earlier research, in this study work-family conflict was 
salient for women (Rothbard, 2001; William & Alliger 1994). One explanation for 
this current finding is that employed mothers are likely to have greater combined 
work and family workloads than are employed fathers; and a workload that might 
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be perceived by mothers as inherently conflictual. Working mothers face an 
interesting dilemma as they become more involved and committed to their work. 
In general, they would like to be good mothers (not allowing work to interfere with 
their family activities) and they would like to be good workers (not allowing family 
demands to interfere with their work); thus mothers invest differing amounts of 
time, energy, and attention to each domain. More specifically, it is likely that 
within the arena of work and family that some mothers consider work as 
important, some consider family as salient, and some view work and family as 
equally important (Cinamon & Rich, 2002).  
Greenhaus and Beutell (1985) argue that the more important a role is to 
an individual, the more time and energy he or she will invest in it, allowing less 
time and energy for other roles. Working mothers who consider the family as 
important, having given part of their time and energy to the work role, look 
forward to returning home to give time and energy to their family. These mothers 
are likely to feel upset and distressed when work responsibilities intrude into the 
family and parenting domain. On the other hand, mothers who are strongly 
involved and committed to work, allowing less time and energy in family and 
parental roles, might display less overall conviction, even complacency, in 
parental self-efficacy and in their parenting role.  
Add to the dilemma the likelihood that during socialization into work and 
family roles, women are socialized to give priority to homemaker and motherhood 
roles (Lewis, 1992; Major, 1993). Moreover, Major (1993) found that norms that 
are deeply ingrained about the priority of women's motherhood and homemaker 
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roles might produce internal feelings of discomfort when women deviate too far 
from their internalized norms. In addition, some speculate that mothers might be 
more vulnerable than fathers to family strain because of cultural expectations of 
intensive motherhood (Hays, 1996). When the demands of work and the 
intensive demands of family are viewed as conflicting to the individual, role 
participation invokes stress, resulting in emotional stress and strain. 
Taken together, these work-family scenarios can be potentially harmful to 
parental self-efficacy as mothers become more vulnerable to higher levels of 
tension, irritability, and fatigue in the home, resulting in less conviction in the form 
of time, energy, and attention to parenting. Increased tension and irritability in 
mothers also might manifest itself in the form of more intrusive or harsh 
parenting. In theory, effective parenting is supported by an underlying confidence 
and requires sustained energy and effort. Mother’s who experience work-family 
conflict might lessen her parental convictions and not respondent appropriately to 
her child’s emotional and psychological needs. Additionally, higher tension and 
fatigue from work might express itself in the form of harsh parenting at home. 
Being vulnerable to work stress tension spillover, which might effect parental 
confidence, mothers might respond more rash and abruptly in difficult parenting 
situations. In sum, mothers who experience work or family as more central to 
their identity, and view their work and family roles as incompatible, are more 
likely to experience conflict, which in turn, negatively spills over into lower 
parental self-efficacy. Feeling incompetent and ineffective in performing her 
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parenting role appears to be an outcome connected to a women’s sense of 
overload relating to work-family conflict rather than to job dissatisfaction. 
Although working fathers are underrepresented in research on work and 
family, this study reveals that working fathers are a legitimate focus of research 
in the work-family arena. Some of the recent data reports that both fathers and 
mothers experience work-family conflict (Frone, 2003: Hill, Martinson, Hawkins & 
Ferris, 2003). That was not the case in this study. Fathers work stress was linked 
to parental self-efficacy via job dissatisfaction rather than work-family conflict. 
This study reveals that fathers do struggle as much as mothers to keep work 
from draining their parental self-efficacy energies; it is just that the source to work 
stress differs from that of mothers. Similar to other studies, job dissatisfaction, 
rather than job stress was found to have a negative impact on parenting behavior 
and child outcomes (Kinnunen, Gerris, & Vermulst, 1996; Barling, 1986) 
One explanation for why fathers’ job dissatisfaction is the path from work 
stress to ineffective parenting might be that a father’s role identity is strongly tied 
to his job. Historically, men have placed more centrality on their role of provider 
(Reitzes & Mutran, 1994). Research continues to show that men tend to be more 
traditional than women in their expectations for work and family roles (Beutel & 
Marini, 1995). Thus, men might perceive that they can fulfill their family-role 
expectations by being a good provider and without having to meet many 
additional demands within the home (Barnett & Baruch, 1987). An example 
would be that, on average, working fathers take substantially less responsibility 
for childcare than working mothers do (Hill, Hawkins, Martinson, & Ferris, 2003). 
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When men deviate too far from the internalized norm as a successful provider in 
the family, internal feelings of distress and anxiety may arise. There also might 
be external sanctions in the form of disapproval by important others when 
individuals deviate from social norms (Major, 1993).   
Identity theory has been used to describe a person’s conflict between 
work and family. It assumes that individuals gain more meaning, purpose, and 
behavioral guidance as a result of enacting a role that is more central to their 
self-concept. A father’s attitude towards his employment or family situation 
influences the effect that role has across other enacted roles. When a particular 
identity framework (i.e., work) is central to a father’s identity, that identity will 
serve as a means of interpreting experience across the multitude of social roles. 
If a father perceives his central identity as work, and then perceives his work as 
dissatisfying, that attitude might serve as a means of interpreting experiences 
across other roles (i.e., parenting).  As such, it becomes the cognitive bases for 
defining situations, and influences the sensitivity and receptivity to certain cues 
for behavior (Stryker & Burke, 2000).  
Results of this study suggest that fathers’ job dissatisfaction can be 
potentially harmful to parenting behavior as fathers work stress spills over into 
parental self-efficacy. One interpretation might be that as fathers become less 
perceptive and alert to parenting cues he begins to question whether he can 
perform those actions at all. As his level of confidence diminishes so does his 
belief that appropriate actions will lead to the desired behavioral outcome. 
Research demonstrates that people will give up on, or avoid altogether, activities 
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perceived as beyond their coping capacity, independent of actual underlying 
skills level (Bandura, 1986).  
Fathers who become less sensitive and responsive to effective parenting 
cues might opt for harsh or intrusive techniques. If work satisfaction decreases, 
fathers’ core identity also might diminish, which could spillover into the family 
domain. In tense or difficult parenting situations, fathers with less parenting 
conviction might resort to harsh or intrusive discipline methods that take less 
mental effort to implement and appear to generate desired outcomes. Thus work 
stress could produce home stress in the form of fathers acting harshly, via lower 
parental self-efficacy. In sum, fathers’ job dissatisfaction is linked to lower 
parental self-efficacy as negative work identity carries over to affect parental self-
efficacy and parenting behavior. As a result, fathers’ ability lessens in exercising 
a positive impact on the behavior and development of their children.  
The third important finding was that both mothers’ and fathers’ parental 
self-efficacy directly influenced youth problem behavior. This study revealed that 
work stress conditions undermined parents’ confidence and was associated with 
lower levels of parental self-efficacy, which was associated with youth 
externalizing problem behavior. Previous research has generally linked parental 
self-efficacy to youth problem behavior indirectly through ineffective parenting 
behavior (Brody et al,. 1999; Shumow & Lomax, 2002); however, direct effects 
between parental self-efficacy and child adjustment have been reported (Ardelt & 
Eccles, 2001; Hill & Bush, 2001; Murry & Brody, 1999). Bogenschneider et al., 
(1997) found that adolescents of parents with higher parental self-efficacy tended 
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to show fewer behavioral problems. Hill and Bush (2001) found that lower 
parental self-efficacy was associated with higher reports of child problem 
behavior.  
Ardelt and Eccles (2001) put forward a conceptual model regarding 
parental self-efficacy based on qualitative research by Furstenberg (1993) and 
theory by Bandura (1997). In their model, parental self-efficacy could have a 
direct impact on children’s outcomes through parents’ modeling of attitudes and 
beliefs. Ardelt and Eccles (2001) also argued that there could be reverse effects. 
Parents with low parental self-efficacy may struggle to use effective parenting 
strategies and give up easily when challenges arise, which in turn could confirm 
their beliefs of low efficacy. In addition, parents convinced that their parenting 
efforts would be futile, would not try to promote their child’s development. In a 
similar way, parents faced with work stress might find it difficult to maintain high 
parental self-efficacy given the adverse conditions, while youth observing or 
perceiving lower parental self-efficacy might begin to exhibit increased problem 
behavior.  
In light of this conceptual model, one interpretation of this finding is that as 
parental self-efficacy diminishes, youth perceive a change or decrease in 
parental conviction, confidence, and behavior. This different parental tone 
communicates to the child a change in appraisal of worth and competency that 
the child internalizes. This change in attitude serves to make parents appear less 
efficacious in the eyes of their children. The youth might interpret this parental 
change of attitude and conviction as lower interest, involvement, and monitoring 
  108 
  
knowledge, which in turn, has a direct effect on youth externalizing problem 
behavior (Shumow & Lomax, 2002). Although active parental involvement and 
knowledge in children’s lives has been associated with more positive behavioral 
outcomes (Bogenschneider et al., 1997), the lack thereof was associated with 
more negative youth behaviors (Ardelt & Eccles, 2001; Hill & Bush, 2001). Thus, 
parents who evaluate themselves as less effective, doubt what they can do, have 
less understanding of the effects of their actions, are less likely to exercise 
parental conviction and efficacy, and might have youth who perceive those 
changes and act out in negative external ways. 
In addition, lower parental self-efficacy also could be expected to 
contribute to negative relational responses from children, which in turn would 
reinforce the parents’ sense of inadequacy. In stressful circumstances, parents 
might not even try to influence their children’s behavior unless they are 
convinced of their efficacy as parents. Parents with lower self-efficacy are likely 
to serve as role models for their children who would adopt their parents’ attitudes 
and beliefs independently of the parents’ actual behaviors. Perhaps parents who 
think that they are inadequate and less effective experience less enjoyment and 
more frustration while interacting with their youth. Thus, parents with a weakened 
sense of efficacy may be less determined to overcome the difficulties needed to 
parent effectively. Similarly, children who observe their parents’ lack of success 
might become more involved in problem behaviors and struggle to overcome 
their own difficulties. Youth who perceive their parents as more aloof and distant, 
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and less confident and interested, and might respond in ways that increase 
problem behavior.  
Finally, one other finding merits attention. In this study, fathers’ work-
family conflict had a direct effect on youth internalizing behavior problem. This 
finding is inconsistent with a stream of earlier studies reporting that work stress 
indirectly effects youth problem behavior via parenting behavior (Crouter & 
Bumpus, 2001; Crouter, Bumpus, Maguire, & McHale, 1999, Galambos, Sears, 
Almeida, & Kolaric, 1995; Stewart & Barling, 1996). The finding that fathers’ 
work-family conflict directly effected youth internalizing problem behavior is 
intriguing. In the professional literature, the importance of fathers to the lives of 
their children has been a charged issue.  
Historically, fathers have been thought to be a good provider by providing 
adequate economic assistance to the family. Recently, however, fathers are 
being expected to play a more expressive, nurturing role in their children’s lives. 
Fathers’ involvement in the lives of their children is thought to include three 
dimensions: direct interaction, accessibility, and ultimate responsibility (Lamb, 
Pleck, & Levine, 1985). Studies indicate that school-aged and adolescent 
children show more healthy personality adjustments when relationships with 
fathers are positive (Biller & Kimpton, 1997). Research also reveals that children 
deprived of a positive paternal relationship may be at increased risk for problems 
such as delinquency and depression (Hetherington & Stanley-Hagan, 1997). 
More importantly, adolescents' perceptions of fathers’ acceptance and affection 
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appear to be strongly related to adolescents' functioning (Forehand & Nousianen, 
1993). 
Findings from this study indicate that fathers’ work-family conflict directly 
effects youth problem behavior. Work-family conflict stems from the interference 
of events in the work role with performance in the family role. Whether it is time- 
based (i.e., more time and energy spent in the work role means less time to meet 
the demands and responsibilities in the family role) or strain-based (i.e., stress 
and strain at work undermines an individual’s ability or willingness to meet the 
obligations of the family role) conflict, youth who perceive fathers’ presence in the 
home but absent in the fathering role might begin to react to his lack of 
interaction and accessibility in the form of internalized behavior problems. How 
adolescents perceived their experience within the family was predictive of their 
internalizing symptoms (Harold, Fincham, Osborne, & Conger, 1997).  
Taken together, these findings support the view that work stress, albeit 
through differing sources, diminished parental self-efficacy by undermining 
parents’ conviction and effectiveness to exercise effective parenting behaviors, 
which in turn, increased the likelihood of youth problem behavior. Moreover, the 
attitudes conveyed and the relational changes communicated to youth through 
lower parental self-efficacy directly effected youth externalizing problem 
behavior. Interestingly, higher levels of father work-family conflict directly 
influenced youths’ internalizing problem behavior.  
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Limits and Implications 
Although the relations among the model constructs were consistent with 
the study hypotheses, five limitations of the data merit consideration. First, the 
hypothesized model linked theory and empirical research from the organizational 
management and family studies fields. Although the model fit is consistent with 
data, it is based on a cross-sectional design and the causal pathways implied by 
the model must be considered exploratory, with the idea that the present study 
cannot rule out the possibility of alternative causal mechanisms. Clearly, 
longitudinal data would be useful in establishing causal links that might exist 
among variables. Although experimental designs can decisively demonstrate 
cause, it is not possible to randomly assign parents to work stress conditions. 
Second, the parental self-efficacy construct is relatively new and until 
recently has not drawn the empirical attention needed to establish valid linkages 
to other constructs. The parental self-efficacy literature includes measurement 
variability in conceptualizing and operationalizing the construct and includes 
heavy reliance on cross-sectional data. Future research should focus on 
clarifying the measurement of parental self-efficacy, studying potential bias in 
self-reports of parental self-efficacy, and utilizing experimental and longitudinal 
designs to sort out the issues of causal direction and the potential for 
transactional processes. 
Third, although method variance was reduced by using youth reports of 
ineffective parent behavior and collecting youth, parent, and teacher reports of 
youth problem behavior, only parent reports were used to operationalize the work 
  112 
  
stress and parental self-efficacy constructs. Some parents might inflate their 
report of parental self-efficacy beyond their experience level of confidence so as 
to conform in a social desirable direction. Alternatively, parents with high levels of 
confidence might lower their reported parental self-efficacy as an act of humility. 
Additionally, parents also might report lower levels of work stress so as to appear 
more family oriented. 
Fourth, in terms of representativeness, this was a regional study which 
might limit the generalizing of findings to populations that have similar 
demographic characteristics. Although every attempt was made to replicate the 
regional population, families of color were slightly underrepresented and higher 
income families were slightly overrepresented. Thus, families in this study might 
differ from those not participating in that the economic stress resulting from lower 
income exerts a negative impact on the psychological well-being of parenting, 
which in turn disrupts family processes (Conger, Rueter, & Conger, 2000). 
Similarly, perceived parenting characteristics and psychological well-being of 
adolescents with economic disadvantage are lower to those of adolescents 
without economic disadvantage (Bolger, Patterson, Thompson, & Kupersmidt, 
1995). However, there was only a slight difference in income between dual-
earners families in the sample, the county, and the nation. Finally, because of the 
design of the original research study, only children of families with both biological 
parents in the home participated. Parents in single and blended families would 
likely experience more challenging issues regarding work stress, parental self-
  113 
  
efficacy, and parenting behavior; a study of factors they are experiencing is 
certainly warranted.  
Finally, most of the current literature regarding parenting behavior and 
child outcomes highlights the unique effects of parent behaviors and youth 
outcomes. However, this study combined parenting measures into a composite 
construct composed of youth reports of ineffective parenting behaviors, so the 
study would stay focused on parent perceptions of work stress spilling over into 
parenting behavior via parental self-efficacy. Future studies researching parental 
self-efficacy could separate the parenting measures to observe the unique effect 
of parental self-efficacy on parenting behavior and youth problem behavior 
(Barber & Olsen, 1997; Bean, Bush, McKenry, & Wilson, 2003; Rogers, 
Buchanan, & Winchel, 2003). For example, in previous research, variations of the 
five parenting measures used in this study have been merged to form parenting 
constructs. Hammen, Shih, and Brennan (2004) combined psychological control, 
harshness, and parental acceptance in a parenting quality construct. Simons, 
Chao, Conger, and Elder (2001) clustered low parental monitoring, 
inconsistency, and harshness into a inept parenting construct. Simons, Simons, 
and Conger (2004) combined monitoring, acceptance, and consistent discipline 
into a quality parenting construct. Future research could combine varying 
parenting dimensions into parental constructs based on previous studies.  
Notwithstanding these limitations, the present study makes a number of 
important contributions. Generally, women have traditionally been the only 
respondents in research on many parenting issues. This can lead to a bias in 
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understanding and reporting information on parenting, as only one person in the 
dyad is being studied. This study analyzed responses from fathers and mothers. 
Studying both parents in the family allows the researcher to consider difference 
sources of stressors and different linking processes, as was the case in this 
study. The process by which fathers’ work stress effects youth (i.e., job 
dissatisfaction was linked to parental efficacy, which in turn was linked to 
ineffective parenting and youth problem behavior) was dissimilar to the way in 
which mothers’ work stress (i.e. work-family conflict effects parental efficacy, 
which in turn impacts ineffective parenting and youth problem behavior) effected 
youth problem behavior. Examining parent work stress from two perspectives, 
work-family conflict and job dissatisfaction, provided insight of what might 
emerge when mothers and fathers struggle to balance work and family issues.   
Second, these findings extend the previous cross-sectional research that 
has been conducted exploring the role of parental cognition in understanding 
behaviors and emotions within families, specifically, role of parental self-efficacy 
as a potentially important cognitive construct related to family and child 
functioning. Parental self-efficacy does appear to impact the broader construct of 
parenting competence, suggesting that parents with lower parental self-efficacy 
tend subsequently to demonstrate more ineffective parenting behavior, which in 
turn was associated with youth problem behavior. Given the increase in research 
(see Jones & Prinz, 2005) linking parental self-efficacy, parenting behavior, and 
youth outcomes, an appropriate course of direction would be to consider 
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intervention programs for parents of school-aged children and earlier adolescent 
youth that might bolster the sense of efficacy.  
Finally, examining the potential role of parental self-efficacy in parent and 
child adjustment is becoming increasingly important. Findings suggest that 
parental self-efficacy impacts child adjustment directly and indirectly via 
parenting practices and behaviors (Jones & Prinz, 2005). Parents with lower 
parental self-efficacy might express doubts or frustrations regarding their 
performance that impact how their children adjust, as was the case in this study. 
Although the role of parental self-efficacy likely varies across parents, children, 
and cultural–contextual factors, its influence cannot be overlooked as a possible 
predictor of overall parental competence and child functioning. Parental self-
efficacy could be an appropriate target for prevention and intervention efforts.  
The results generated from this study enhance our understanding of the 
mechanisms linking work stress, parental self-efficacy, parenting behavior, and 
youth problem behavior, and open the door for further theorizing and research. 
Belsky (1984) applied the ecological perspective to develop a comprehensive 
model of the determinants of parenting. Reason would suggest using the 
ecological theory (Bronfenbrenner, 1979) to develop a more expanded 
conceptualization of the work-family interface, and to identify significant 
correlates of both positive and negative spillover between work and family. 
Bronfenbrenner's ecological systems theory (Bronfenbrenner, 1979, 1986, 1999) 
proposes that the work-family experience is a joint function of process, person, 
context, and time characteristics. Consistent with previous theory (e.g., 
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Greenhaus & Parasuraman, 1986), the ecological theory suggests that each type 
of characteristic (i.e., parental self-efficacy) exerts an additive, and potentially 
interactive effect on a parent’s work-family experience. 
Although the parental self-efficacy construct has taken on different forms 
(i.e., an antecedent, mediator), it is most commonly framed in the ecological 
context (Jones & Prinz, 2005). Variables linked to socioeconomic disadvantage 
and neighborhood characteristics might undermine or limit the development of 
parental self-efficacy, or might interfere with parenting competence, which in turn 
limits parental self-efficacy (Crosnoe, Mistry, & Elder, 2002; Elder, Eccles, Ardelt, 
& Lord, 1995). Additionally, parental self-efficacy as a mediator mainly concerns 
a link between ecological variables and parenting competence. Environmental 
conditions may undermine a parent's confidence and account for less effective 
parenting.  
Parental self-efficacy might operate as a transactional variable (Jones & 
Prinz, 2005). For example, parents with higher levels of parental self-efficacy 
may reflect greater success in parenting, resulting in more positive child 
outcomes. Perceiving positive child outcome, in turn, increases parents’ self-
efficacy, and thus completing the feedback loop. In a similar way, parents faced 
with challenging child behavior problems might find it difficult to maintain high 
parental self-efficacy given the adverse results, while observing success in their 
children might strengthen parental self-efficacy. The ecological theory can be 
useful in guiding future studies considering work, parental competency, and 
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parenting issues. Empirical evidence supports each component of the ecological 
model (see Jones & Prinz, 2005).   
Future research is needed to examine a larger, more integrated model of 
work-family spillover that would include parental self-efficacy. The model could 
include the effects of a parent's work stress and job dissatisfaction on their own 
parenting and also the crossover effects on their spouses’ parenting. Also, a 
model exploring the linkage between parents’ work stress and family functioning 
could also include the mediating effect of parental self-efficacy, and the buffering 
effect of coparenting. The following questions should be addressed. Do parents 
who support one another’s work conditions and also support shared parental 
roles in the home enhance one another’s parental self-efficacy and overall 
parental competency? As parents struggle to balance work and family roles, will 
those supportive of family realm conditions have increasingly effective parenting 
behaviors? Finally, will parents who immerse themselves into the workplace, with 
its increasing demands on time, energy, and effort, have effective parenting 
convictions, confidence, and knowledge diminish over time? 
Another factor should be considered in future research. One potential 
challenge to establishing links between work stress and parental self-efficacy 
comes from heavy reliance on parent self-report for both constructs. In the future, 
a model could be operationalized with parents assessing their own work stress 
and parental self-efficacy and also assess their spouse. Finally, an integrated 
model could assess the unique effects that parental self-efficacy has on varied 
parenting behaviors, and the impact those behaviors have on youth problem 
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behavior. An integrative model that includes ideas about work stress, parental 
self-efficacy, coparenting, and unique parenting behavior could have both 
theoretical and practical importance for understanding, predicting, and changing 
parenting behavior. 
Practice 
Given the links among work stress, parental efficacy, parenting behaviors, 
and early adolescent problem behavior, one important goal of programs for 
parents of adolescent might be to bolster their sense of efficacy. Such data are 
needed to provide informed direction for prevention and intervention efforts with 
parents who are currently or are at risk for ineffective parenting. Parent-training 
intervention designed specifically to elevate parents’ efficacy beliefs carries the 
potential to alter positively both the subjective and behavioral responses to 
parenting even under the most stressful environmental demands (Elder, 1995).  
Some family-based interventions for reducing child behavior problems 
target increased parental self-efficacy as a goal. For example, Miller-Heyl, 
MacPhee, and Fritz (1998) conducted a large intervention study with high-risk 
families of 2 to 5 year-old children and found a significant increase in parental 
self-efficacy compared with those in the controlled condition. Intervention families 
showed improvement in parenting. Increases in parental self-efficacy were linked 
to greater use of positive parenting practices, positive limit setting, and a 
reduction in physical punishment. Martin and Sanders (2003) suggest that 
companies should incorporate policies and strategies to foster a better family-
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work interface into their workplace and should support their staff to undertake 
family-work programs.  
The implementation of workplace parenting and family support strategies 
could decrease ineffective parenting. A program including specific parenting 
strategies could be geared to assist parents juggling work-family transitions and 
to increase their use of positive parenting practices. Furthermore, parental stress 
would be reduced by increasing parental self-efficacy and adaptive coping 
practices (e.g. family problem solving skills). Upon implementing the Triple-P 
(Positive Parenting Program), Martin and Sanders (2003) found that parental 
self-efficacy improved. After intervention, parents rated their sense of confidence 
higher in performing tasks in their home environment. They also found that 
parenting skills training had a positive effect on work performance. A worksite 
based delivery of parenting programs, as opposed to a home-based option, could 
enhance cost-effectiveness, be assessable and convenient to parents, and 
strengthen the links between working parents and their workplace, all in an effort 
to promote family friendly work practices (Martin & Sanders, 2003).  
 Interventions designed to build parents’ self-efficacy beliefs through direct 
parenting instruction, modeling of positive parenting practices, and opportunities 
structured to maximize success in role behaviors are being developed (Gross, 
Fogg, & Tucker, 1995). However, the ultimate effectiveness of these efforts is 
likely to be dependent upon knowledge of how parental self-efficacy beliefs are 
able to play such an instrumental role in the process of raising school-aged 
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children and adolescences. More process-oriented research that is closely tied to 
the self-efficacy construct is clearly needed to address this question.    
The linkage between work stress and adolescent problem behavior 
consists of a multitude of pathways. This study focused on only one of these 
potential pathways. The research reviewed and presented shows that a strong 
sense of parental self-efficacy yields dividends in the emotional well-being of 
parents rearing children. Parents who believe that they have a key role to play in 
their children’s development act on that belief in ways that cultivate their 
potential. Self-efficacy beliefs are a blending of the knowledge of the particular 
behaviors as well as perceptions of the conditions in given salient situations.  
Efficacious individuals experience trust in their own abilities during difficult 
situations and are likely to view problems as stimulating challenges rather than 
reasons to reduce personal effort (Jerusalem & Mittag, 1995). In particular, 
parents who are unusually burdened (e.g., balancing multiple roles, dead end 
job) need to build their sense of personal competence in order to be effective 
parents when facing persistent work and family stressors.  
This research provides additional evidence that the nature of the work that 
parents engage in matters, both in terms of the quality of family relationships that 
employed parents enjoy and in terms of the way their offspring perceive work and 
parental stressors. The current results conform to Stewart and Barling’s (1996) 
characterization of the effects of parental work on children and adolescents: 
Work pressure predicts adolescents' psychological well-being indirectly and 
directly via its effect on parents' own affect and on parent-adolescent relations. 
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The findings from this research are relevant not only for researchers interested in 
delineating the ways in which work and family are linked in contemporary 
American society, but also for service providers who work directly with dual-
earner families, and for intervention researchers interested in developing parent 
education programs focused on helping parents to boost self-efficacy and 
become more effective in dealing with their adolescent offspring.  
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Are you employed outside the home? If yes, please answer the following. 
 
 
1. My work schedule often conflicts with my family life 
2. On the job, I have so much work to do that it takes away from my 
personal interest 
3. Because my work is demanding, at times I am irritable at home 
4. The demands of my job make it difficult to be relaxed all the time at 
home 
5. My work takes up time that I’d like to spend with my family 
6. My job makes it difficult to be the kind of spouse or parent I’d like to be 
  
Response scale: 1) Strongly Agree; 2) Agree; 3) Neither Agree nor disagree; 4) 
Disagree; 5) Strongly Disagree 
 
Source of scale:  Kopelman, R. E., Greenhaus, J. H., & Connolly, (1983). A 
model of work, family, and interrole conflict: A construct validation study. 





Are you employed outside the home? If yes, please answer the following. 
 
1. My job makes it hard for me to have a good relationships with my 
child(ren) 
2. Going to work make me too tired to enjoy family life properly 
3. Generally speaking, I am very satisfied with my job  
4. I am generally satisfied with the kind of work I do in my job  
 
Response scale: 1) Never; 2) Rarely; 3) Sometimes; 4) Usually; 5) Always 
 
Source of scales:  Small, S. A., & Riley, D. (1991). Towards a multidimensional 
assessment of work spillover into family life. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 
54, 51-61. 
 
Perry, G. & Warr, P. (1980). The measurement of mothers’ work attitude. Journal 
of Occupational Psychology, 53, 245-252.    
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Think about yourself as a parent. 
 
1. No matter what I try, this child will not do what I want 
2. I know I am doing a good job as a parent 
3. I know things about being a parent that would be helpful to other 
parents 
4. I can solve most problems between this child and me 
5. When things are going badly between this child and me, I keep trying 
until things begin to change 
 
Response scale: 1) Never; 2) Rarely; 3) Sometimes; 4) Usually; 5) Always 
 
Source of scale:  Dumka, L. E., Stoerzinger, H D, Jackson, K. M., & Roosa, M. 
W. (1996). Examination of the cross-cultural and cross-language equivalence of 
the parenting self-agency measure. Family Relations, 45, 216-222. 
 
 




Think about the past year and answer the following question about your mother  
 
1. My mom threatened to spank or hit me but did not actually do it 
2. My mom shouted, yelled, or screamed at me 
3. My mom swore or cursed at me   
4. My mom called me dumb or lazy or some other name like that 
5. My mom slapped or spanked me  
 
Response scale for scales: 0) This has never happened; 1) Once in the past 
year; 2) Twice in the past year; 3) 3-4 time in the past year; 4) 5-10 times in the 
past year; 5) 11-20 times in the past year; 6) more than 20 times in the past year 
7) Not in the last year, but it did happen before 
 
Source of scale: Straus, M. A., Hamby, S. L., Finkelhor D., Moore D. W., & 
Runyan, D. (1998). Identification of child maltreatment with parent-child Conflict 
Tactics Scales: Development and psychometric data for a national sample of 
American parents. Child Abuse and Neglect, 22(11),1177.   
 





My mother is a person who… 
 
1. Only keeps rules when it suits her 
2. Frequently changes rules I am supposed to follow 
3. Lets me do something one day and the nest day I get into trouble for 
doing the same thing 
4. Soon forgets a rule she have made 
5. Lets me get out of being punished when I’ve done something wrong 
 
Response scale: 1) Not like me; 2) Somewhat like me; 3) A lot like me  
 
Source of scale: Schaefer, E.S. (1965). Children’s reports of parental behavior: 
An inventory. Child Development, 36, 413-426. 
 
Schludermann, E., & Schludermann, S. (1970). Replicability of factors in the 
Children’s Report of Parental Behavior Inventory (CRPBI). Journal of 





My mother is a person who . . . 
 
1. Is always trying to change how I feel or think about things 
2. Often interrupts me 
3. Brings up my past mistakes when she criticizes me 
4. Is less friendly with me if I don’t see things her way 
5. Will avoid looking at me when I have disappointed her  
6. If I have hurt her feelings, stops talking to me until I please her again 
7. Feels hurt when I don’t follow her advice  
8. Says if I loved her, I’d do what she wants me to do 
9. Feels hurt by the things I say or feel  
 
Response scale: 1) Not like her; 2) Somewhat like her; 3) A lot like her 
 
Source of scale: Barber, B.K. (1996). Parental psychological control: Revisiting a  
neglected construct, Child Development, 67, 3296-3319. 
 
Bogenschneider, K., Small, S.A., & Tsay, J.C. (1997). Child, parent, and 
contextual influences on perceived parenting competence among parents of 
adolescents. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 59(2), 345-362.barber 
 





My mother is a person who… 
 
1. Makes me feel better after talking over my worries with her  
2. Believes in showing her love fore me 
3. Is able to make me feel better when I am upset 
4. Cheers me up when I am sad 
5. Enjoys doing things with me 
6. Smiles at me often 
7. Makes me feel like the most important person in her life 
8. Often praises me 
9. Is easy to talk to 
 
Response scale: 1) Not like her; 2) Somewhat like her; 3) A lot like her  
 
Source of scale: Schaefer, E.S. (1965). Children’s reports of parental behavior: 
An inventory. Child Development, 36, 413-426. 
 
Schludermann, E., & Schludermann, S. (1970). Replicability of factors in the 
Children’s Report of Parental Behavior Inventory (CRPBI). Journal of 
Psychology, 96, 15-23. 
 
Parental monitoring knowledge 
 
How much does your mother really know about… 
 
1. Who your friends are 
2. How you spend your money 
3. Where you are most afternoons after school 
4. What you do with your free time 
 
Response scale: (1) Don’t know; (2) Know a little; (3) Know a lot  
 
 
Author: Brown, B. B., Mounts, N., Lamborn, S. D., & Steinberg, L. (1993). 
Parenting practices and peer group affiliation in adolescence. Child 
Development, 64, 467-482. 
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Youth Problem Behaviors 
 
Internalizing problem behaviors 
 
Below is a list of items that describe kids. For each item that describes you now 
or within the past 6 months, please fill in the 2 if the item is very true or often true 
of you. Fill in the 1 if the item is somewhat true of you. If the item is not true of 
you, fill in the 0. 
 
1. I feel lonely 
2. I cry a lot 
3. I deliberately try to hurt or kill myself 
4. I am afraid I might think or do something bad 
5. I feel that I have to be perfect 
6. I feel that no one loves me 
7. I feel that others are out to get me 
8. I feel worthless or inferior 
9. I would rather be alone that with others 
10. I am nervous or tense 
11. I am fearful or anxious 
12. I feel dizzy 
13. I feel too guilty 
14. I have aches or pains (not headaches) 
15. I have headaches 
16. I have nausea, feel sick 
17. I have problems with my eyes 
18. I have rashes or others skin problems 
19. I have stomachaches or cramps 
20. I have vomiting, throwing up 
21. I refuse to talk 
22. I am secretive or keep things to myself 
23. I am self conscious or easily embarrassed 
24. I am shy 
25. I am suspicious 
26. I thin about killing myself 
27. I don’t have much energy 
28. I am unhappy, sad, or depressed 
29. I keep from getting involved with others 
30. I worry a lot 
 
Response scale: 0) Not true; 1) Somewhat or sometimes true; 2) Very true or 
often true 
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Source of scale: Achenbach, T. M. (1991). Manual for the Child Behavior 
Checklist/4-18 and 1991 Profile. Burlington, VT: University of Vermont 
Department of Psychiatry. 
 
Achenbach, T. M. (1991). Manual for the Youth Self-Report form and 
1991Profile. Burlington, VT: University of Vermont Department of Psychiatry. 
 
Achenbach, T. M. (1991). Manual for the Teachers Report Form and 1991Profile. 
Burlington, VT: University of Vermont Department of Psychiatry. 
 
Externalizing problem behaviors 
 
Below is a list of items that describe kids. For each item that describes you now 
or within the past 6 months, please fill in the 2 if the item is very true or often true 
of you. Fill in the 1 if the item is somewhat true of you. If the item is not true of 
you, fill in the 0. 
 
1. I argue a lot 
2. I brag 
3. I am mean to others 
4. I try to get a lot of attention 
5. I destroy my own things 
6. I destroy things belonging to others 
7. I disobey at school 
8. I don’t feel guilty after doing something I shouldn’t 
9. I am jealous of others 
10. I get in many fights 
11. I hang around with kids who get in trouble 
12. I lie or cheat 
13. I physically attack people 
14. I would rather be with older kids than with kids my own age 
15. I run away from home 
16. I scream a lot 
17. I set fires 
18. l show off or clown 
19. I steal at home 
20. I steam from places other than home 
21. I am stubborn 
22. My mood or feelings change suddenly 
23. I swear or use dirty language 
24. I talk too much 
25. I tease others a lot 
26. I have a hot temper 
27. I threaten to hurt people 
28. I cut classes or skip school 
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29. I am louder than other kids 
30. I use alcohol or drugs for nonmedical purposes 
 
Response scale: 0) Not true; 1) Somewhat or sometimes true; 2) Very true or 
often true 
 
Source of scale: Achenbach, T. M. (1991). Manual for the Child Behavior 
Checklist/4-18 and 1991 Profile. Burlington, VT: University of Vermont 
Department of Psychiatry. 
 
Achenbach, T. M. (1991). Manual for the Youth Self-Report form and 
1991Profile. Burlington, VT: University of Vermont Department of Psychiatry. 
 
Achenbach, T. M. (1991). Manual for the Teachers Report Form and 1991Profile. 
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